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Abstract 
Ethics-based leadership and employee ethical behavior:  
Examining the mediating role of ethical regulatory focus 
Ping Shao 
 
 
 
 
This dissertation examines the process of how ethics-based leadership affects 
followers engagement in virtuous-ethical and unethical behavior. Drawing upon the 
theory of regulatory focus, I propose that distinctive styles of ethics-based leadership will 
induce in employees differentiated ethical regulatory foci which are related to employees‘ 
engagement in distinguish ethics-related behaviors. Specifically, I hypothesize that 
charismatic ethical leadership induces in employees an ethical promotion focus, while 
ethical leadership induces in employees an ethical prevention focus. Further a mindset of 
ethical promotion focus is related to increased engagement in virtuous-ethical behavior, 
while a mindset of ethical prevention focus is related to decreased engagement in 
unethical behavior. In addition, I propose that employee chronic regulatory focus 
moderates the leadership-to-ethical regulatory focus and the ethical regulatory focus-to-
behavior relationships. Data were collected from a US-based 162 supervisor and 
employee paired cross-organizational sample, and employee data were collected at two 
time points to reduce common method variance. Results indicated that ethics-based 
leadership induces in employees ethics-specific regulatory foci, which in turn affect their 
engagement in disparate ethics-related behavior.  
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Ethics-based leadership and employee ethical behavior:  
Examining the mediating role of ethical regulatory focus 
 
“Do not engage in an evil act, no matter how small; do not forgo a good deed, no matter 
how trivial.”       - Confucius (551–499 
B.C.E.) 
 
Chapter 1 Introduction 
Recent popular media reports have exposed numerous counts of ethical 
misconduct, such as corruption, bribery, and cheating, across virtually every sector of 
society.  Many organizations are facing an increased financial threat from internal 
unethical behavior, ranging from illegal kickbacks to the theft of office supplies 
(Needleman, 2008).  Along with the hard costs to organizations, unethical behavior can 
also destroy morale and lead to lower productivity (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Dunlop & 
Lee, 2004). Conversely, when employees regularly engage in ethical behavior, 
organizations enjoy a favorable work climate and increased productivity (Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Therefore, understanding the types of factors that 
motivate ethical behavior and reduce unethical behavior in the workplace is an important 
issue of practical and theoretical concern.  
Both personal and situational characteristics play a key role in behavioral ethics 
(see Treviño, Weaver, & Reynolds, 2006 for a review). Leadership is an important 
contextual influence that shapes employee ethics-related behavior at work (e.g., Bass, 
1985; Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005). This project examines the relationships 
between distinctive types of ethics-based leadership and employees‘ engagement in 
virtuous-ethical behavior and unethical behavior. I coin the term ―ethics-based 
leadership‖ to address leaders‘ character, integrity, and how they use their social power 
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to influence followers‘ ethical conduct (Gini, 1997). This dissertation focuses on two 
important types of ethics-based leadership - charismatic ethical leadership and ethical 
leadership. Charismatic ethical leadership uses charismatic behaviors, such as 
establishing a compelling vision and inspiring commitment to that vision to motivate 
employees to engage in non self-serving goals. Conversely, ethical leadership focuses on 
social learning and moral management processes (Brown et al., 2005). A small, but 
growing body of evidence emerged demonstrates empirical support for the positive 
impact of ethics-based leadership on employee behavior and cognitions. However, 
support for a direct relationship between ethics-based leadership and ethics-related 
behavior has been somewhat mixed. Extending the literature, I draw on ethics-based 
leadership and social learning theory to propose that supervisors who demonstrate ethics-
based leadership will elicit employees‘ ethical motivations and discretionary behaviors. 
Rest‘s (1986) four stages model of ethical decision making, including ethical 
awareness, judgment, motivation, and behavior provides a conceptual framework guiding 
much of the research on ethical decision making and behavior. Drawing upon the theory 
of self-regulatory focus in the approach and avoidance motivation paradigm (Higgins, 
1987; 1997; 1998), I propose ethical regulatory focus as a motivational mechanism that 
explains the relationship between ethics-based leadership and followers‘ engagement in 
ethical or unethical behavior.  
Prior research has rarely investigated both highly ethical and unethical behavior in 
a single study, and recently a number of researchers suggest that ethical behavior and 
unethical behavior are discrete, and separate theorizing and testing of each behavior is 
needed (e.g., Treviño & Weaver, 2003). Responding to this need, I distinguish unethical 
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behavior from virtuous-ethical behavior based on the actions‘ intrinsic nature and 
consequences, and then investigate factors affecting each set of behaviors. 
In sum, the purpose of this Dissertation project is to propose and test a model of 
the psychological processes through which ethics-based leaders affect employee ethics-
related behavior. This project contributes to the literature in three ways, the project: (1) it 
distinguishes virtuous-ethical behavior from unethical behavior and defines their 
boundaries; (2) it examines how different styles of ethics-based leadership are associated 
with employees‘ engagement in virtuous-ethical behavior or unethical behavior; and (3) it 
identifies and examines ethical regulatory focus as an ethical motivational mechanism 
explaining the leadership-to-behavior relationships. 
The following sections provide a brief explanation of each of the gaps identified 
above, the proposed linkages among the variables in the model, and the theoretical and 
practical implications. Finally, I offer an overview of the forthcoming chapters. 
Before moving forward, I will seek to clarify the terms ―ethics‖ and ―morals.‖   
Some scholars distinguish the two concepts by arguing that ethics is about social values 
and morality is about personal values (e.g., Jones, 2004; Nagel, 1970). However, the two 
terms have been used interchangeably since the early days in human history. For 
example, in De Fato (1968), Cicero (Marcus Tullius, 106– 43 BC) substituted the Latin 
word morale for Aristotle‘s use of the Greek word ethickos. The Oxford English 
Dictionary defines the word ‗moral‘ as ―of or pertaining to the distinction between right 
and wrong, or good and evil in relation to the actions, volitions, or character of human 
beings; ethical,‖ and ―concerned with virtue and vice or rules of conduct, ethical praise or 
blame, habits of life, custom and manners‖ (1991: p. 1114).  The same dictionary defines 
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‗ethics‘ as ―of or pertaining to morality‖ and the ―science of morals, the moral principles 
by which a person is guided‖ (1991: p. 534). Today the terms ―ethical‖ and ―moral‖ are 
considered as being synonymous and used interchangeably in organizational behavior 
literature (e.g., Tenbrunsel & Smith-Crown, 2008; Treviño et al., 2006). Consistent with 
these practices, I use the two terms interchangeably. 
 
Overview of the Gaps in the Literature and Scope of the Current Study 
Behavioral Ethics 
Organizational behavior research generally treats ethical and unethical behavior 
as opposite ends of a continuum (e.g., Akaah, 1992; 1996; Deshpande et al., 2008; Ford 
& Richardson, 1994; Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007). A commonly adopted 
conceptualization of unethical behavior refers to behaviors that have a harmful effect 
upon others and are "either illegal or morally unacceptable to the larger community" 
(Jones, 1991: 367). Jones (1991: 367) also broadly defined ethical behavior as those 
actions that are ―both legal and morally acceptable to the larger community.‖ This 
definition includes all behaviors that are not considered as unethical.  
Recently, Treviño, Weaver and Reynolds (2006) argue that ethical behavior 
includes both in-role and extra-role forms. In-role ethical behavior involves actions ―that 
reach some minimal moral standards and are therefore not unethical, such as honesty or 
obeying the law,‖ while extra-role ethical behaviors are ―behaviors that exceed moral 
minimums such as charitable giving and whistle-blowing‖ (Treviño et al., 2006: 952). 
The authors further call for more work on defining the boundaries of ethics-related 
behavior and examining the theoretical linkages to each type of behavior. 
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Drawing upon moral philosophy literature, I developed a two categories typology 
of ethics-related behavior. Moral philosophy suggests that moral principles can be 
differentiated into two different types: moral oughts and moral ideals. While moral 
oughts are associated with what one ―ought to do‖, that is, being moral is to avoid 
breaking established laws, rules and social norms (e.g., Aristotle, 1941; Leys, 1997), 
moral ideals are beyond these duties and regulations (e.g., Gert, 2004; Hey, 1982; Jacob, 
1985; Schumaker, 1972). Moral ideal actions, as Jacob (1985:97) described, ―are morally 
good or morally praiseworthy, but not the agent‘s duty to perform. They are ‗above and 
beyond duty,‘ in that they exceed, in self-sacrifice or risk of self-sacrifice, what can be 
morally demanded of the agent.‖  Acts on moral ideals are good deeds embedded in 
beliefs in non-mandatory virtuous characteristics such as generosity, benevolence, 
helpfulness, altruism, kindness, etc. Hence, failing to fulfill moral ideals is not 
blameworthy.  
I therefore propose a two level classification of ethics-related behavior – unethical 
behavior and virtuous-ethical behavior. Each classification involves two central 
constituents: intrinsic nature (being just or beyond moral expectations) and the 
consequence of the action. Accordingly, I define unethical behavior as behaviors that 
violate mandatory moral duties and harm others. Unethical behaviors are both legally and 
morally unacceptable to the larger community. Virtuous-ethical behavior, in contrast, 
refers to behaviors that reflect moral ideals, involve personal costs or risks, and are 
beneficial to others. Virtuous-ethical behaviors are praiseworthy if performed and not 
blameworthy if not performed. 
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Ethics-based leadership 
Brown and colleagues (2005) proposed the concept of ethical leadership based on 
elements involving effective social learning (Bandura, 1986). A social learning 
perspective on ethical leadership proposes that leaders influence followers‘ ethical 
conduct through role modeling. Ethical leadership hence is defined as ―the demonstration 
of normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and interpersonal 
relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers through two-way 
communication, reinforcement, and decision-making‖ (Brown et al., 2005: 120). The 
authors argue that leaders must be perceived as attractive, credible and legitimate figures 
in order to become ethical role models. To do so, leaders must engage in normatively 
appropriate and altruistic behaviors. Effective learning requires attention, and ethical 
leaders gain followers‘ attention to ethics messages by explicitly communicating ethics-
related messages. In addition, reinforcement facilitates social learning, and ethical leaders 
use rewards and punishment to support ethics messages (Treviño et al., 2003). Ethical 
leadership has been related to a range of favorable subordinate outcomes (e.g., Brown et 
al., 2005; Detert, Treviño, Burris, & Andiappan, 2007; Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, 
Bardes, & Salvador, 2009; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009). For example, Mayer and 
colleagues (2009) found a direct positive relationship between ethical leadership and 
group-level organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), and a negative relationship with 
group-level deviance. 
Extending Brown et al.‘s work, De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) demonstrated 
that ethical leaders also empower followers by allowing them participate in decision 
making and listening to their ideas and concerns. In addition, in a study of beliefs of 
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ethical leaders across ten societal culture clusters, Resick and colleagues (2006) identified 
four important ethical leadership characteristics through a review of the theoretical 
conceptualizations of ethical leadership and analysis of the GLOBE leadership scales. 
These characteristics include: character and integrity, altruism, collective motivation and 
encouragement. It appears that the scope of ethics-based leadership is broader than the 
ethical leadership construct as defined by Brown et al. (2005). Ethical leaders can also 
influence followers by empowerment and collective motivation – mechanisms addressed 
by the theory of transformational and charismatic leadership.  
Although role modeling is an essential component of charismatic leadership 
(Avolio, Bass & Jung, 1999; Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996), fundamentally, charismatic 
leadership is a value-based inspiring leadership style (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Howell, 
1988; Howell & Avolio, 1992). House (1999) defined charisma as ―an extraordinary 
relationship between an individual (leader) and others (followers) based on shared deeply 
held ideological values. The outcome of this relationship is extraordinary 
accomplishments as a result of the vision and inspirational ability of the leader and the 
loyalty and trust of the followers, their cohesiveness as a collective, and their willingness 
to make personal sacrifices in the interest of the leader‟s vision and the collective led by 
the leader.‖ (564) Charismatic ethical leadership accordingly refers to ―inspirational 
leaders who convey ethical values, are other centered rather than self-centered, and who 
role model ethical conduct.‖ (Brown & Treviño, 2006: 955). 
The principal mechanism through which charismatic leaders influence followers 
is inspirational motivation, which describes how leaders use inspiring rhetoric, emotions, 
and communication styles to articulate and convey their ethics related visions and affect 
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followers‘ behavior (Bass & Avolio, 2000). Several studies have examined charismatic 
leaderships‘ influence on follower unethical behavior (e.g., Brown & Treviño, 2006; 
Hepworth & Towler, 2004). For example, Hepworth and Towler (2004) found that 
charismatic leadership reduced aggressive workplace behaviors after controlling for 
individual trait differences. 
Despite the similarities and distinctions between ethical leadership and 
charismatic ethical leadership, prior research has not compared the relative direct and 
indirect effects of each type of leadership on followers‘ ethical or unethical behavior. In a 
recent review of the field of leadership, Avolio, Walumba and Weber (2009) argued that 
leadership research has not paid adequate attention to the underlying psychological 
processes, mechanisms, and conditions through which leaders motivate followers for 
higher achievement. Therefore, I attempt to address this gap by examining the direct 
influence and the psychological processes through which ethical leadership and 
charismatic ethical leadership affect followers‘ virtuous-ethical behavior and unethical 
behavior. 
Ethical decision-making process 
 Rest‘s (1986) ethical awareness–judgment–motivation–behavior model is 
frequently used to address complex issues associated with how individuals make ethical 
decisions. Researchers have suggested that moral actions may not always be the product 
of moral judgment, but rather the result of a cognitive or affective moral motivation (see 
Treviño et al., 2006). Moral motivation describes individuals‘ ―degree of commitment to 
taking the moral course of action, valuing moral values over other values, and taking 
9 
 
 
 
personal responsibility for moral outcomes‖ (Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999: 
101).  
In their recent review on behavioral ethics in organizations, Treviño and 
colleagues (2006) called for more work on developing new theory to explain moral 
motivation. The authors also encourage novel research on the intuitive or automatic and 
emotional aspects of ethical decision making. Aiming at addressing this research gap, I 
apply the self-regulatory focus theory in approach and avoidance motivation to explain 
how certain contextual factors, ethics-based leadership in this case, can affect employees‘ 
motivation and engagement in ethical or unethical behavior.  
Self-regulatory focus theory 
Self-regulatory focus theory explains important differences in the processes 
through which people approach happiness and avoid pain (Higgins, 1987, 1997, 1998). 
This theory is derived from the notion that: ―people are motivated to minimize 
discrepancies between actual and desired end states (i.e., seek happiness) and maximize 
the discrepancy between actual and undesired end states (i.e., avoid pain)‖ (Meyer, 
Becker, & Vandeberghe, 2004, p. 996). Higgins proposed that there are two basic self-
regulatory systems (Higgins, 1997, 1998). One regulates the pleasure seeking process that 
focuses on promotion goals and the achievement of rewards; whereas the other regulates 
the pain avoidance process that concentrates on prevention goals and the avoidance of 
punishments. Promotion goals express the ―ideal self‖ and include aspirations, wishes 
and hopes, while prevention goals express the ―ought self‖ and include duties, obligations 
and responsibilities. The promotion self-regulatory focus regulates processes associated 
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with promotion goals, whereas prevention self-regulatory focus regulates processes 
related with prevention goals.  
Individuals‘ self-regulatory focus can be primed by situational cues (Higgins, 
1997). Organizational behavior researchers have suggested that important situational cues 
such as leader behavior can prime employees‘ situational self-regulatory focus (Kark & 
van Dijk, 2007; Lockwood, Jordan, & Kunda, 2002). Employees‘ situational regulatory 
focus is context-based and may change when salient situational cues change (Higgins, 
2000). Initial empirical evidence indicates that leaders can induce a situational, 
workplace regulatory focus in employees (Neubert, Kacmar, Carlson, & Chonko, 2008).  
I propose that individuals may hold situational self-regulatory tendencies that are 
specific to ethics issues. This may be called ―ethical self-regulatory focus.‖ Employees‘ 
ethical self-regulatory focus may be contingent upon important situational cues such as 
ethics-based leadership. Leadership behavior that emphasizes moral ideals, nurturance 
needs, and potential gains from behaving morally may activate employees‘ ethical 
promotion mindset; leadership behavior that focuses on moral obligations, security needs, 
and potential losses linked to behaving unethically may prime employees‘ ethical 
prevention mindset. As such, I propose ethical regulatory focus as a psychological 
mechanism linking ethics-based leadership to employee ethics-related behavior.  
I define an ethical promotion regulatory focus as a psychological state that 
focuses on achieving moral ideals directed toward actions that are morally good although 
not required by social roles. Individuals high in ethical promotion focus are more likely 
to be sensitive to the presence or absence of positive outcomes associated with engaging 
in ethical behaviors, to use obtaining credit and approval as an ethical goal attainment 
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strategy, and to show willingness to take risks when facing an ethical issue.  Conversely, 
an ethical prevention regulatory focus is a psychological state that focuses on ethical 
oughts (including laws, rules and regulations). Individuals high in ethical prevention 
focus are more likely to be sensitive to the presence or absence of negative outcomes 
associated with engaging in unethical behaviors, to use avoiding blame and disapproval 
as an ethical goal attainment strategy, and to be risk-averse when face an ethical issue. 
I set the boundary of ethical regulatory focus to the workplace because the 
communications between leaders and their followers are highly work-related. It is likely 
that employees may carry this orientation to the context outside the workplace, but I am 
focusing on examining the relationships in the workplace. Employees‘ ethical regulatory 
focus may be stable given a stable environment. However, if situational stimuli change, 
ethical regulatory focus may change accordingly.  For example, the same leader who 
focused on empowerment, encouragement and value sharing (charismatic ethical 
leadership) now starts to emphasize rules and regulations. Employees‘ ethical regulatory 
focus may shift from an ethical promotion focus to an ethical prevention focus. 
Additionally, although the behavior of a leader is likely to prime followers‘ self-
regulatory mindset, a followers‘ chronic self-regulatory focus also plays a role in their 
behavior. Self-regulatory focus theory stresses the importance of congruence between 
people‘s chronic self-regulatory focus and situational stimuli (Higgins, 2000; Lockwood, 
et al., 2002).  Higgins (2000) suggested that individuals are sensitive to information that 
fits their dominant chronic regulatory focus, and their motivation and performance will 
be maximized when their situational regulatory focus matches their chronic regulatory 
focus.  Kark and van Dijk (2007) proposed that the congruence of chronic and situational 
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self-regulatory focus has the strongest effect on related outcomes.  Therefore I also 
examine the moderating role of employees‘ chronic regulatory focus. The theoretical 
model examined in this dissertation is presented in Figure 1. 
------------------------------------------------- 
INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
 
Theoretical Contributions and Practical Significance 
The major theoretical contribution of this study is the development and empirical 
testing of a model that examines ethical regulatory focus as a psychological mechanism 
linking ethics-based leadership with followers‘ ethics-related behavior. The development 
of this model will contribute to ethical leadership and behavioral ethics theories in a 
number of ways. First, this project attempts to conceptually differentiate ethical behavior 
from unethical behavior and identify paths to being virtuously ethical that are 
distinguished from paths to the avoidance of unethical behavior. Commonly, ethical 
behavior and unethical behavior are treated as the two polar ends of one continuum 
construct. Researchers often apply the same psychological mechanisms and theoretical 
explanations to explain these two types of behavior. This project is among the first that 
attempts to define the boundaries between ethical and unethical behavior and identity the 
paths to each behavior.  
Second, I take a more holistic view of ethics-based leadership and seek to 
contribute to a better understanding of leadership‘s impact on follower behavior.  I 
propose to examine two important forms of ethics-based leadership – charismatic ethical 
leadership and ethical leadership. This study will provide more empirical evidence to 
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support the suggestive linkage between the ethical leadership construct as proposed by 
Brown et al. (2005) and employees‘ ethics-related behavior. It will also provide initial 
evidence examining charismatic ethical leadership‘s impact on employee virtuous-ethical 
behavior. The result of this project will advance the leadership literature by theoretically 
comparing and contrasting two prominent forms of ethics-based leader influences 
simultaneously. Although these two leadership styles share similarities, they may produce 
unique outcomes through differentiated processes.  
Another contribution of this project lies in proposing and examining a unique type 
of ethical motivational mechanism that has implications for the moral motivation and 
behavior components in the ethical decision making process. Drawing upon constructs 
and processes from the regulatory focus literature, I propose a set of ethical regulatory 
foci that is driven by emotion (seeking happiness versus avoiding pain). The proposed 
mechanism also enables us to reach a deeper understanding of the psychological 
processes underlying prior findings in the leadership field. This project demonstrates the 
unique influence of the situational (a state of induced ethical regulatory focus) in 
comparison to chronic regulatory focus by examining both sets of regulatory foci. It also 
contributes to self-regulatory focus theory by presenting a new measure that focuses on 
ethical contexts. 
Gaining a better understanding of the ways in which ethics-based leadership 
impacts followers‘ ethical or unethical conduct has practical importance as well.  For 
many organizations, employees‘ ethical conduct has become increasingly important.  
Gaining a better understanding of the ways in which leaders affect followers will offer 
employers insight into policies and programs necessary for training leaders and 
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employees in a way that encourages virtuously ethical behaviors while preventing 
unethical behaviors.  
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 
 In this chapter, I will review the independent, mediating, and dependent variables in 
the proposed model.  I begin with a review of the fundamental moral principles and 
literature on empirical perspectives about behavioral ethics. Based on the review, I will 
define two types of ethics-related behaviors as dependent variables – unethical behavior 
and virtuous-ethical behavior. Next, I will review literature on inspirational and 
transactional ethical leadership and propose them as independent variables. After 
introducing the two ethical leadership constructs, I will use social learning perspectives to 
explain the linkage between ethical leadership and follower ethics-related behaviors.  
Then I will present the self-regulatory focus theory and define ethical promotion 
regulatory focus and ethical prevention regulatory focus.  Chronic regulatory foci are also 
included in this study as moderators.  Theoretical rationales and empirical supports for 
the linkages among the variables are presented in Chapter 3.  
 
Ethical and Unethical behavior 
This project examines how leadership affects followers‘ engagement in virtuous-
ethical behavior and the avoidance of unethical behavior. To do so, it is first, important to 
conceptually and operationally define the meaning of ethical and unethical behavior. In 
this section, I will first review three philosophical perspectives on ethics, including virtue 
ethics, deontological ethics, and utilitarian ethics. These perspectives provide a basis for 
understanding ethical behavior in the workplace. Next, I will discuss the distinctions 
between ethical and unethical behavior in the organizational behavior literature.  Finally, 
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I will define and discuss the distinction between ethical behavior and unethical behavior 
in the current study.  
Ethical Philosophical Principles 
Virtue Ethics.  Virtue ethics is perhaps the oldest ethical theory. Modern virtue ethics in 
Western philosophy is deeply rooted in the work of ancient Greek philosophers, 
particularly Aristotle‘s Nichomachean Ethics (350BC/1941). Virtue ethics focuses on the 
internal characteristics of the moral agent, and places less emphasis on the rules the agent 
should follow.  A virtue, such as honesty or courage, is an internalized personal trait. 
Aristotle argues that people are better able to regulate their emotions and their reasons for 
actions when they possess good characteristic traits. From his perspective, a person needs 
to possess virtuous traits to achieve ―Eudaimonia‖ (i.e., happiness, wellbeing, or human 
flourishing in the context of virtue ethics).  Emotion or feeling, therefore, is an important 
part in virtue ethics. Moral psychologists (e.g., Doris, 1998; Nichols, 2004), however, 
suggest that virtuous traits may not reliably determine most people‘s behavior. Rather, 
traits often interact with situational factors to determine behavior.  Nevertheless, virtue 
ethics provides insights about the characteristics one should possess to be considered as 
an ethical person. People often rely on these moral characteristics as criteria to guide their 
own behavior and judge others‘ (Pincoffs, 1986). 
While many moral virtues, such as honesty and truthfulness, are thought of being 
one‘s duties and are mandatory (i.e., failing to meet such moral criteria often results in 
harming others and are deemed unethical/immoral), some virtues are beyond the 
requirement of duties and are non-mandatory (Pincoffs, 1986). For example, Pincoffs 
(1986) proposed that helpfulness is a non-mandatory virtue - a person would be 
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praiseworthy to engage in, but not blameworthy if decline to engage in helping behavior. 
This notion of separation between mandatory and non-mandatory moral virtues is also 
echoed in other ethical theories, such as Deontology. 
Deontological Ethics.  Deontology, also called Kantian ethics, focuses on the motive of 
the person engaging in the act. It argues that the ―motive‖ is the most important criterion 
to determine what is ethical, and if the motive of the behavior is good, the behavior is 
deemed ethical. According to Immanuel Kant (1724–1804), a single underlining moral 
principal is: ―Do not violate anyone‘s dignity, respect, and autonomy, which are 
everyone‘s rights‖ (cited in Lefkowitz, 2003: 44).  In addition, the term ―deontology‖ is 
derived from Greek word ―deon‖, which means duty.  ―Duty‖ is another important 
component of Deontology. Kant argues that ethical behavior is performed out of a sense 
of duty or obligation, not based upon feelings or pity, as is essential in virtue ethics. Kant 
proposed that the principle of duty ought to be universalizable and reversible (i.e., ―Do 
unto others as you would have them do unto you‖ (the Golden Rule).   
Similar to the distinction between mandatory and non-mandatory moral virtues, 
Kant categorized moral duties in terms of the differences between perfect and imperfect 
duties (1791/1991). Certain rules, called perfect duties, are imperative and should 
absolutely never be disobeyed regardless of circumstances. Violating perfect duties is 
morally blameworthy.  A classic example of perfect duty given by Kant is ―do not lie‖. 
Lying, according to Kant (1791/1991), reduces people to the status of a tool. In contrast, 
imperfect duties are ―only duties of virtue. Fulfillment of them is merit, but failure to 
fulfill them is not in itself culpability but rather mere deficiency in moral worth, unless 
the subject should make it his principle not to comply with such duties‖ (Kant, 
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1797/1991, p. 194).  Imperfect duties are subject to situational factors and personal 
choice  one may disobey imperfect duties in favor of perfect duties or other imperfect 
duties.  Some examples of imperfect duties are ―friendliness‖, ―cooperativeness‖, and 
―charitable giving‖ (Kant, 1791/1991; Trafimow & Trafimow, 1999).   
Later Kant‘s work has been extended into the concepts of moral ideals (e.g., Gert, 
2004) and supererogation (e.g., Heyd, 1982).  Both streams of research posit that morality 
has two facets:  the basic oughts that secure a just society and the higher ideals that are 
recommended but not strictly required.  These higher ideals are beyond ―the call of duty‖ 
and are praiseworthy to do but not blameworthy if not to do. In addition, some scholars 
have added conditions, such as intention, altruism and self-sacrifice to acts of moral 
ideals (e.g., Heyd, 1982; Jacob, 1984; Stanlick, 1999).  Heyd (1982) suggested that a 
supererogatory action should result in good consequences that benefit others. 
Supplementing Heyd‘s perspective, Stanlick (1999: 211) defined supererogatory actions 
as ―actions such that the agent promotes the good of others either at the expense of 
herself or without regard for her own interests.‖ Further, acting on moral ideals may 
involve self-sacrifices or risks of self-sacrifice (e.g., Jacob, 1985).  
Deontological ethics is one of the most influential moral frameworks in the work 
of modern moral psychology. For example, moral psychologist Turiel (1983, p.3) adapted 
Kantian ethics to define the moral domain as ―prescriptive judgments of justice, rights, 
and welfare pertaining to how people ought to relate to each other.‖  Justice is a concept 
derived directly from Deontological ethics. A competing framework in moral philosophy 
is Utilitarian ethics.  
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Utilitarianism.  Utilitarian ethics asserts that morality be judged by the consequences of 
behavior and not by the inherent rightness or wrongness (Hume, 1740/2000; Bentham, 
1789/1996; Mill, 1863/1998). Mill (1863/1998) refers to utilitarianism as ―the great 
happiness principle‖. The underlying principle of Utilitarianism is that a moral action 
provides ―the greatest good for the greatest number of people.‖ According to Bentham 
(1789), individuals or governments should choose moral actions that result in the greatest 
total beneficial consequences minus harmful consequences.  Utilitarian researchers have 
proposed a variety of criteria to judge moral consequences, including happiness, aesthetic 
beauty, knowledge, love, etc. (e.g., Bentham, 1789; Moore, 1903).  
Bentham (1789) also proposed that individuals or government should carry out 
cost-benefit ethimetrics analyses to determine cost-benefits before making difficult moral 
decisions.  However, it is almost impossible to carry out such analysis because of the 
difficulties involved in scaling and measurement within the ethimetrics system.  Another 
major criticism is that with all the uncertainties and the limitation of our resources, it is 
extremely difficult to have a full list of all the consequences related with a potential 
moral decision (Danley, 1994). Utilitarianism may also be criticized of neglecting the 
principle moral expressions of virtues, rights, duties or justices. 
Despite the criticisms, Utilitarian ethics provides important insights into morality 
and opened a new territory for moral decision making.  Consequence of an action has 
hence become one of the primary criteria to determine the morality of an act. 
Utilitarianism has also been taken into account when moral psychologists define ethical 
or unethical behavior (e.g., Jones, 1991; Turiel, 1983).   
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In sum, virtue ethics, Deontological ethics and Utilitarianism each offers unique 
yet intertwined propositions based on which behavioral ethics researchers may define the 
boundaries of internal ethics-related behaviors. The moral characteristics proposed by 
virtue ethics explain how traits guide a moral agent‘s behavior, and can also be used as 
moral criteria to judge other people‘s behavior. Conversely, deontological ethics focuses 
on the motives and duties of moral actions and posits that these are critical moral 
judgments. Further, both virtue and deontological ethics agree that actions rooted in 
moral ideals (reflecting non-mandatory virtues and imperfect duties) differ from actions 
based on moral oughts (reflecting mandatory virtues and perfect duties) (e.g., Gert, 2004; 
Heyd, 1982; Pincoffs, 1986; Schumaker, 1972). Finally, according to Utilitarianism, 
consequences of a moral action should also be taken into account when we judge the 
morality of the behavior.  
Behavioral Ethics  
In this section, I will review literature on behavioral ethics in the field of 
organizational behavior. This body of knowledge has grown substantially in terms of 
both volume and importance in recent years. Being relatively new, however, it is facing a 
number of challenges, one of which lies in defining its boundaries in terms of what types 
of behavior fall into its categories.  
Unethical behavior 
Studies in the behavioral ethics paradigm often concentrate on unethical behavior 
because of its often visible harmful consequences. Researchers have employed a number 
of ways to define unethical behavior. For example, Lewis (1985) integrated 38 different 
definitions, and defined unethical behaviors at the workplace as behaviors that violate the 
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moral guidance of rules, standards, principles or codes. Perhaps, to date, the most 
commonly adopted definition in our field is Jones‘ (1991) definition of unethical 
behavior, i.e., harmful behaviors that are morally unacceptable to the larger community. 
Two major approaches have been adopted to operationalize the unethical behavior 
construct: (i) survey studies asking respondents to rate the extent to which they have 
engaged in or observed a list of items on unethical behaviors (e.g., Akaah, 1992; Kaptein, 
2008; Newstrom & Ruch, 1975; Treviño, Butterfield, & McCabe, 1998); and (ii) 
laboratory experiments or simulations (of hypothetic scenarios) in which participants are 
asked to report what they think or would do (e.g., Deter, Treviño, & Sweitzer, 2008; 
Treviño & Youngblood, 1990).  Evidence collected through field studies supports that a 
high consensus can be reached on a broad ―unethical behavior‖ construct that is measured 
with lists of specific unethical behaviors (Treviño & Weaver, 2003).  
While unethical behavior includes a broad range of behaviors, some researchers 
are interested in examining more fine-grained accounts of unethical behavior, such as 
antisocial behavior (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997), deviant behavior (Robinson & 
Bennett, 1995), and counterproductivity (Mangione & Quinn, 1975), just to name a few. 
Antisocial behavior and counterproductivity often refer to intentionally harmful 
behaviors (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997). Workplace deviant behavior refers to 
―voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms and, in doing so, 
threatens the well-being of the organization, its members or both‖ (Robinson & Bennett, 
1995: p. 556). It is important to note the similarities and differences of these terms 
because subtle differences between types of behaviors may have consequences for the 
measurement, understanding, and management of the behaviors (Treviño & Weaver, 
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2003). Literature in antisocial behavior, counterproductivity and deviant behavior, 
however, offers a pool of sound measures from which this project is able to acquire and 
modify to fit the measure of the unethical behavior defined here. 
Some researchers suggest that it is necessary to specify the unethical behaviors 
precisely because the theoretical explanation for each behavior may differ from each 
other (e.g., Grover, 1993, 1997; Greenberg, 1990; 2002).  For example, some studies 
have just analyzed a specific type of unethical behavior (e.g., corruption, Ashforth & 
Anand, 2003; employee theft, Greenberg, 1990; fraud, Gerety & Lehn, 1997). However, 
general measures of a cluster of related behavioral outcomes have been found to be 
highly reliable (Treviño & Weaver, 2003) and they enable researchers to explore factors, 
such as leadership, that affect a range of behaviors (Treviño et al., 2006).  This project 
assesses factors having general impact on clusters of ethics related behaviors, and 
therefore, I attempt to follow this approach to operationalize ethics-related behaviors by 
measuring a range of related unethical behaviors.  
Ethical Behavior  
Few prior studies have included both ethical and unethical behavior in a single 
study. When ethical behavior is examined, frequently the construct is measured with 
items about unethical behavior (e.g., Deshpande et al., 2008).  For example, researchers 
often use Newstrom and Ruch‘s (1975) 17 items unethical behavior scale to measure 
ethical behavior (e.g., Akaah, 1992, 1996; Ford & Richardson, 1994; Reynolds, 2008), 
with lower frequencies on the unethical items denoting more ethical behavior.   
One exception was that in a series of studies examining the role of moral 
attentiveness on moral behavior, Reynolds (2008) developed a general measure of moral 
23 
 
 
 
behavior.  The newly developed sample items are: ―This student conducted him/herself 
ethically at all times while working on our project‖ and ―This student acted appropriately 
at all times while working on our project‖.  As one can see, the measure is more about 
other raters‘ perception of ratees‘ general morality than the ratees‘ likelihood of engaging 
in ethical behavior.   
Further, some studies used specific ethical behaviors, such as whistle-blowing and 
employees‘ willingness to report ethical problems to management (e.g., Brown et al., 
2005; Treviño et al., 1998; Treviño & Victor, 1992; Treviño, Weaver, Gibson, & Toffler, 
1999; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009) or charitable giving (Reynolds & Ceranic, 
2007) to represent ethical conduct. These specific types of ethical behavior also fall into 
the scope of this project and can be included to measure the behavior defined in this 
study. 
Definition of ethical and unethical behavior in this study 
As noted earlier, a general practice in organizational behavior is to treat ethical 
and unethical behavior as opposite ends of a continuum (e.g., Akaah, 1992; 1996; 
Deshpande et al., 2008; Ford & Richardson, 1994; Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007).  For 
example, some researchers claimed that a lower degree of willingness to commit an 
unethical act is equivalent to a greater likelihood of making an ethical decision (e.g., 
Groves, Vance & Paik, 2007). When ethical behavior is specifically examined, often 
researchers measure unethical behavior (a lower score indicating higher ethical behavior) 
without discussing the differences between ethical and unethical behavior (e.g., Akaah, 
1992; 1996; Deshpande et al., 2008).  
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Recently, a number of researchers have questioned this approach and argued that 
ethical and unethical behaviors are discrete and should be theorized and tested separately 
(Treviño et al., 2006; Treviño & Weaver, 2003; Turnipseed, 2002). In response to this 
call of attention, I distinguish virtuous-ethical behavior from unethical behavior and 
define each of the constructs in the following paragraphs. 
As I discussed above on recent developments in moral philosophy, moral 
principles can be differentiated into two different types: moral oughts and moral ideals. 
While moral oughts are associated with what one ―ought to do‖, that is, being moral is to 
avoid breaking established laws, rules and social norms (e.g., Aristotle, 1941; Leys, 
1997), moral ideals are beyond these duties and regulations (e.g., Gert, 2004; Hey, 1982; 
Jacob, 1984; Schumaker, 1972).  Moral ideal actions, as Jacob (1985:97) described, ―are 
morally good or morally praiseworthy, but not the agent‘s duty to perform. They are 
‗above and beyond duty,‘ in that they exceed, in self-sacrifice or risk of self-sacrifice, 
what can be morally demanded of the agent.‖  Acts on moral ideals are good deeds 
embedded in beliefs in non-mandatory virtuous characteristics such as generosity, 
benevolence, helpfulness, altruism, kindness, etc. Hence, failing to fulfill moral ideals is 
not blameworthy.  
I therefore propose a two level classification of ethics-related behavior – unethical 
behavior and virtuous-ethical behavior. Each classification involves two central 
constituents: intrinsic value (being just or beyond duties) and the consequence of the 
action.  Accordingly, I define unethical behavior as behaviors harmful upon others that 
violate mandatory moral duties. Unethical behaviors are both legally and morally 
unacceptable to the larger community. 
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Literature on virtue ethics (e.g., Pincoffs, 1986) and Deontological ethics (e.g., 
Kant, 1791/1991) offers a long list of mandatory moral traits and perfect duties useful for 
operationalizing unethical behavior construct.  Although there may be disagreement at 
the margins regarding what is mandatory or vice to the larger community, most people 
agree about a wide range of mandatory principles.  In addition, a large number of studies 
on behavioral ethics (including unethical behavior and those related terms such as deviant 
behavior, counterproductive behavior, etc.) have generated long lists of specific unethical 
behaviors, such as behaviors that violate an organizational code of ethics or involving 
harming others (e.g., Akaah, 1992; Kaptein, 2008; Treviño et al., 1998; Treviño, Hartman, 
& Brown, 2000).  Matching these unethical conducts with mandatory moral duties will 
facilitate constructing a relatively comprehensive measure of unethical behavior. 
In contrast to unethical behavior, I define virtuous-ethical behavior as behaviors 
beneficial to others that reflect moral ideals and involve personal costs or risks. Virtuous-
ethical behaviors are praiseworthy if performed and not blameworthy if not performed. 
The conceptualization of virtuous-ethical behavior is largely embedded in the literature 
on moral ideal and moral supererogation. Although it is debatable what specific 
behaviors may fall into this category, high consensus has been reached about the 
following actions: helping others, charitable giving, volunteering, acts of benevolence, 
altruism, selflessness, forgivingness, understandingness, super conscientiousness, and 
super reliability (e.g., Heyd, 1982; Pincoffs, 1986; Treviño & Weaver, 2003).  Some 
authors also indicate that acts on some protestant ethics traits, such as industriousness, 
self-reliance and hard work, are deemed moral ideals (Janoff-Bulman, Sheikh, & Hepp, 
2009).  Organizational ethics researchers have studied specific ethical behavior, such as 
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whistle-blowing (e.g., Treviño et al., 1998; Treviño & Victor, 1992; Treviño et al., 1999) 
and charitable giving (Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007). In addition, the altruism dimension of 
OCB (including volunteering and extra-role helping behavior) (Organ, 1988) also 
indicates virtue ethics and is conceptually similar to the virtuous-ethical behavior 
construct.  This project therefore can operationalize virtuous-ethical behavior construct 
based on this body of literature. 
 
Ethics-Based Leadership 
In the following section, I will overview ethics-based leadership with the focus on 
ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership. The section begins with a discussion 
of the general historical perspectives on ethical and moral leadership. Then I will review 
the ethical leadership and transformational and charismatic leadership literature.  
General historical perspectives on ethics-based leadership 
Leadership involves power, influence, vision, obligation and responsibility, and 
the importance of ethics is magnified in leadership. As a result, ethics is fundamental in 
leadership studies (Ciulla, 2004). The notion of ethics in leadership has been discussed 
for centuries (cf. Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). However, organizational behavior 
researchers have only recently started to systematically study ethics-based leadership 
(e.g., Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004; Brown et al., 2005; Brown & 
Treviño, 2006b; 2009). A number of researchers attempted to define the domain of 
ethics-based leadership (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Gini, 1997; Brown et al., 2005). Gini 
(1997) suggested that ethical leadership demonstrates how leaders use their social power 
to make decisions, engage in actions and influence others. Further, Bass and Steidlmeier 
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(1999) proposed that the study of ethical leadership rests upon three pillars: (1) leaders‘ 
moral character; (2) the ethics of the values embedded in a leader‘s vision and action 
shared with followers; (3) the ethical implications of the leader and followers actions. 
Taking a social learning approach, Brown and colleagues (2005) indicated that ethical 
leadership involves role modeling and promoting ethical conduct as well as setting up 
ethical standards and using contingent reinforcement to manage ethical conduct.  
Three prominent genres of ethics-based leadership are a model developed 
specifically about ethical leadership (Brown et al., 2005), charismatic ethical leadership 
(Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Howell & Avolio, 1992), and authentic leadership (Avolio et 
al., 2004). Empirically, few studies have examined ethics-based leadership (Brown et al., 
2005; Brown & Treviño, 2006b; 2009; De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008; Walumbwa, 
Avolio, & Zhu, 2008). None of the prior studies have differentiated the psychological 
mechanisms linking distinct styles of ethics-based leadership to follower behavior. 
Extending this line of research, I attempt to examine both charismatic ethical leadership 
and ethical leadership. Authentic leadership has a less plausible relationship with the 
psychological mechanism proposed in this study and will be included as an additional 
variable for use in future analysis. 
Ethical leadership 
The emerging stream of ethical leadership theory has only recently been proposed 
(Brown et al., 2005; Treviño et al., 2000; 2003). Focusing on seeking what constitutes 
ethical leadership, Treviño et al. (2000; 2003) conducted interviews with twenty senior 
executives and twenty ethics/compliance officers across industries.  Their findings 
revealed that ethical leaders were perceived as being honest, trustworthy and fair.  In 
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addition, ethical leaders also proactively manage morality, that is, these leaders 
intentionally influence their followers‘ ethics-related behavior through (i) role modeling 
ethical behavior; (ii) communicating ethical rules and regulations; and (iii) using 
contingent reinforcement mechanisms (Treviño et al., 2000; 2003). Building on Treviño 
and colleagues (2000, 2003) exploratory studies, Brown and colleagues (2005) developed 
a ten-item instrument to measure perceived ethical leadership. 
Taking a social learning perspective, Brown and colleagues (2005) conceptually 
defined ethical leadership as ―the demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct 
through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such 
conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement, and decision-
making‖ (p. 120).  The authors also acknowledge that the theory of ethical leadership 
overlaps with some other leadership theories, especially those within the research scope 
of ethics-based leadership.  For example, both ethical leadership and transformational 
leadership stress the importance of leader role modeling of ethics conduct, integrity, 
making decisions embedded in ethics, and holding high concerns for others.  
The conceptualization overlap is also reflected in empirical findings.  The ethical 
leadership scale (ELS) was found positively associated with the idealized influence 
component of the MLQ (r = .71, p < .001) (Brown et al., 2005).  Empirical evidence also 
shows that ethical leadership predicted outcomes beyond idealized influence (Brown et 
al., 2005).  The distinction between ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership 
lies in the influence mechanism.  Ethical leadership emphasizes moral management 
whereas charismatic ethical leadership emphasizes ethical vision convey and the 
stimulation of ethical values.  The presumed key mechanism of ethical leadership (i.e., 
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management by expectation and contingent reinforcement) is more consistent with a 
transactional style (Brown et al., 2005; Brown & Treviño, 2006a); whereas the influential 
mechanism of charismatic ethical leadership is inspirational in nature.  
Although increased scholarly attention has been given to the examination of 
ethical leadership, empirical research is still in its infancy. Ethical leadership was 
positively related to affective trust in the leader, satisfaction with the leader, perceived 
leader effectiveness, and followers‘ willingness to exert extra effort on the job as well as 
willingness to report problems to management (Brown et al., 2005). With regard to actual 
behavior, Walumbwa and Schaubroeck (2009) found a positive relationship between 
ethical leadership and employees‘ engagement in voice behavior including reporting 
problems to management and sharing constructive ideas for work improvements. 
Additionally, Mayer and colleagues (2009) found a direct negative relationship between 
both top management and supervisory ethical leadership and group-level deviance, and a 
positive relationship with group-level organizational citizenship behavior in a cross 
industry study. Conversely, in a longitudinal study examining restaurant under a fast-food 
chain, Detert and colleagues (2007) found no relationship between ethical leadership and 
counterproductivity as represented by an objective measure of inventory shrinkage. This 
different finding suggests that the influence of ethical leadership may be subject to other 
unknown factors.  
Supplementing Brown and colleague‘s perspectives, De Hoogh and Den Hartog 
(2008) demonstrated that empowerment is also an important component of ethical 
leadership. In addition, Resick and colleagues (2006) suggested that ethical leaders also 
use collective motivation to influence followers. A central theme emerged from these 
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alternative perspectives is that social power, which is conceptually similar to the 
inspirational motivation component of charismatic ethical leadership, is a key part of 
influencing employees to be less unethical.  
Charismatic Ethical Leadership 
Charismatic ethical leadership refers to ethical charismatic leadership. This 
leadership concept is rooted in the theory of charismatic and transformational leadership. 
Max Weber (1921/1947), a German sociologist, was the first to describe charismatic 
leadership. Weber proposed that charismatic leaders are ―set apart from ordinary people 
and treated as endowed with supernatural, superhuman, or at least specifically 
exceptional powers or qualities… regarded as of divine origin or as exemplary, and on 
the basis of them the individual concerned is treated as a leader‖ (pp. 358-359). 
Articulated around the core of Weber‘s concept, charismatic leadership theory (CLT; 
e.g., Conger & Kanungo, 1998; House, 1977; House & Shamir, 1993; Shamir, 1995) 
focuses on exceptional leaders who have extraordinary effects on their followers (Hose 
and Baetz, 1979).  
The definitions of charisma vary in the field of OB.  In sum, researchers have 
attempted to define charisma in terms of the leader-follower relationship; the outcomes; 
and the attributes of the leader (for a review, see House, 1999). For example, House 
(1999) defined charisma as ―an extraordinary relationship between an individual (leader) 
and others (followers) based on shared deeply held ideological (as opposed to material) 
values. The outcome of this relationship is extraordinary accomplishments as a result of 
the vision and inspirational ability of the leader and the loyalty and trust of the followers, 
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their cohesiveness as a collective, and their willingness to make personal sacrifices in the 
interest of the leader‘s vision and the collective led by the leader.‖ (564)  
Several schools of thought emerged in CLT, and together, they comprise a ―neo-
charismatic‖ leadership paradigm (e.g., Antonakis & House, 2002; Fiol, Harris, & House, 
1999; House & Aditya, 1997). This paradigm includes the theory of transformational 
leadership suggested by Burns (1978) and operationalized by Bass (1985), the theory of 
charismatic leadership (House, 1977) and its extensions (House & Shamir, 1993; Shamir 
et al., 1993), the attributional theory of charismatic leadership (Conger & Kanungo, 
1987), and the visionary theory proposed by Bennis and Nanus (1985) and 
operationalized by Sashkin (1988). In particular, the boundaries between charismatic and 
transformational leadership is further blurred in recent years when CLT researchers 
attempt to reduce the mysterious and magical properties of charisma (Shamir et al., 
1993). A number of scholars (e.g., Avolio et al., 1999; Bono & Judge, 2003; Erez, 
Misangyi, Johnson, Lepine, Halverson, 2008) refer ―to both charismatic and 
transformational leadership when referencing theory and empirical research‖ (Bono & 
Judge, 2003: 555).  
These schools of thought share several common characteristics (see House & 
Aditya, 1997). First, they focus on demonstrating how leaders embrace the idea of change 
and lead organizations to obtain outstanding achievements such as growth in 
entrepreneurial firms, corporate turnarounds in global competition, and success in social 
reform from colonial rule or political tyranny.  Second, these theories explain how certain 
leaders are able to achieve extraordinary levels of follower outcomes, such as motivation, 
trust, commitment, dedication, loyalty, and performance. Third, they stress ―the symbolic 
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and emotionally appealing leader behaviors, such as visionary, frame alignment, 
empowering, role modeling, image building, exceptional behavioral, risk taking, and 
supportive behaviors, as well as cognitively oriented behaviors, such as adapting, 
showing versatility and environmental sensitivity, and intellectual stimulation‖ (440). 
Consistent with this line of research, I treat various schools of thought in CLT as one 
paradigm. 
CLT suggest that charismatic leaders achieve heroic feats by conveying 
compelling visions of the future, promoting their beliefs, propounding creative ideas, and 
empowering followers (Howell & Avolio, 1992). CLT also highlights charismatic 
leaders‘ effects on follower emotional attachment to the leader, emotional and 
motivational arousal, follower intrinsic motivation, self-esteem, values, trust, and 
confidence in the leader (see Shamir, House, Arthur, 1993). 
Charismatic leaders can be very effective however they may vary in their ethical 
standards (Howell & Avolio, 1992). Charisma in itself is value and ethics neutral. 
Charismatic leaders can be manipulative and use their extraordinary capability for self-
centered goals (Conger & Kanungo, 1998). Indeed, history reveals that leadership can be 
used as either good or evil ends – history is filled with case studies on the ethics of 
leaders and leadership. For example, Lincoln and Hitler were both transformational and 
charismatic leaders; however, the former is ethical; whereas the later is unethical. They 
were both effective leaders who successfully gained followers‘ trust, loyalty, and belief 
and stimulated extraordinary performance in line with their visions in followers. 
However, the underlying values of their visions were different. Lincoln held morally 
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upright values and his visions served for a selfless beneficial cause. In contrast, Hitler 
held deceitful values and his visions served for a selfish and dangerous cause. 
Scholars have, thus, differentiated between ethical and unethical charismatic 
leaderships. Burns (1978) indicates that a leader has to be morally uplifting to be 
transformational. Howell and Avolio (1992) posit that only socialized leaders concerned 
for the common good can be truly charismatic. They further refer to socialized 
charismatic leaders as having moral standards that emphasize the collective interests of 
their groups or organizations within a greater society. In the same vein, Bass and 
Steidlmeier (1999) propose that authentic transformational leaders have moral characters 
and ethical values. The moral concerns are embedded in these leaders‘ vision articulation 
and decision-making process as well as the consequences.  
Thus, it is evident that the concept of charismatic ethical leadership has emerged 
in the charismatic and transformational leadership paradigm. This concept, as Brown and 
Treviño (2006b) defined, refers to the study of ―inspirational leaders who convey ethical 
values, are other centered rather than self-centered, and who role model ethical conduct.‖ 
(955) However, little do we know follower behavioral outcomes related to charismatic 
leaders who are ethical and the motivational mechanisms linking the leadership-to-
behavior relationship.  
Evidence starting to emerge suggests that charismatic leadership has important 
implications for follower ethics-related behavior. For example, Hepworth and Towler 
(2004) found that the charisma dimension of transformational leadership was negatively 
related to self-reported workplace aggression (a form of unethical behavior) and 
accounted for 3% of the variance after controlling for individual differences (i.e., trait 
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anger, negative affectivity and self-control).  In addition, charismatic leadership has also 
been found to reduce group level interpersonal and organizational deviant behaviors 
(Brown & Treviño, 2006b).  The same study also revealed that the way through which 
the leaders affect group level interpersonal deviant behavior is a process of perceived 
value congruence. None of prior research however has examined charismatic ethical 
leaders‘ impact on follower virtuous-ethical behavior.  
To sum up, both ethical leadership theory and CLT stress the importance of ethics 
in leadership and both provide implications for followers‘ engagement in ethical and 
unethical behavior. There are substantial differences in how the two types of leadership 
use social powers to influence followers. While ethical leaders adopt a more transactional 
approach to manage employees‘ moral conducts, charismatic ethical leaders emphasize 
an inspirational motivation and value sharing approach. The differences lead this project 
to predict that the two styles of leadership may differentiate in the magnitude of how they 
influence follower ethics-based behavior. This prediction is further revealed through 
examining the underlying psychological mechanisms. The literature has suggested that 
ethics-based leaders influence followers through social learning process and self-concept 
based mechanisms.  
Psychological explanatory mechanisms  
 Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977; 1985) and self-concept based theory (e.g., 
Lord & Brown, 2001; Lord, Brown, & Freiberg, 1999; Shamir et al., 1993; van 
Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003) are two important mechanisms that can explain how ethics-
based leadership affects followers‘ ethics-related behavior.  
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Social Learning Theory 
Research in organizational behavior primarily adopted Bandura‘s (1977) 
framework of social learning theory.  Social learning theory explains how individuals 
learn and carry out acts by observing the behavior of people who occupy an important 
position in their life.  Bandura (1977) proposed that ―Most human behavior is learned 
observationally through modeling: from observing others, one forms an idea of how new 
behaviors are performed, and on later occasions this coded information serves as a guide 
for action.‖ (p.22). However, learning may not always result in behavioral change.  
Bandura (1977, 1986) noted that social learning occurs in a four stage process and certain 
cognitive, behavioral and environmental factors may affect whether social learning is 
successfully implemented in behavior.  In the first stage, the observer attends to the 
behaviors of others. Attractive models or any intriguing aspects of a situation may 
stimulate increased attention.  In the second stage, the observer acquires and retains the 
knowledge of the behaviors by symbolic and verbal systems which can be obtained and 
acted on accordingly later.  Retention can be further reinforced by rehearsal and repeated 
exposure.  The third stage occurs when the observer is able to replicate the observed 
behavior. This reproduction stage is closely related to the observer‘s performance skill, so 
that guided practice may lead to improvement. The last stage of the process is motivation.  
The observer must choose to act on what he/she has learned. This stage is largely 
determined by perceived consequences of the behavior, and reinforcement and 
punishment play an important role in this stage.  
Leaders are legitimate models of behavior in the workplace – their decision 
making process and actions are visible to employees in the organizations (Bass, 1985; 
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House, 1977; Yukl, 1994). Followers are likely to learn from and imitate leaders‘ 
behaviors by social learning processes, especially when their leaders become role models 
(Bandura, 1986). Ethics-based leaders become ethical role models in part by continuously 
engaging in socially appropriate and morally uplifting behaviors that suggest altruistic 
motivations (Brown et al., 2005; Howell & Avolio, 1992). Charismatic ethical leaders 
(Howell & Avolio, 1992) and ethical leaders (Brown et al., 2005) engage in fair and 
caring actions. They become trustworthy figures and legitimate source of information 
about moral conduct. Followers are particularly attracted to them and emulate their 
behavior (Brown et al., 2005; Howell & Avolio, 1992).  
Effective social learning also requires paying attention to the behavior being 
modeled (Bandura, 1977). Ethics-based leaders draw followers‘ attention to ethical issues 
and explicitly communicate with followers about the importance of ethical judgment and 
ethical conduct (Brown et al., 2005; Howell & Avolio, 1992). Such rehearsal and 
repeated exposure can help strengthen followers‘ retention of ethical conduct (Bandura, 
1977). In addition, ethical leadership (Brown et al., 2005) raises followers‘ awareness of 
the connection between desired/undesired behavior and positive 
reinforcement/punishment by specifying rules and regulations related to ethical conduct 
and outcomes. Rewards and punishment enhance social salience and further increase 
modeling effectiveness (Bandura, 1977). 
Social learning process is related with the concept of ―self‖ (e.g., self-efficacy) 
and is a more intrinsically influential process that may cause long-term behavioral 
changes. In the same vein, recently, leadership scholars (e.g., Lord & Brown, 2001; Lord 
et al., 1999; Shamir et al., 1993; van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003) have started linking 
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transformational and charismatic leadership with followers‘ self-concepts to explain 
leadership effects. I will briefly review this stream of research in the following 
paragraphs. 
Leadership and “Self”  
Literature suggests that charismatic and transformational leadership influences 
followers through a process that is related to followers‘ identity and self-concept (e.g., 
Lord & Brown, 2004; Lord et al., 1999; Shamir et al., 1993). For example, Shamir and 
colleagues (1993) suggest that transformational and charismatic leaders influence 
follower behavior through activating collective-identities, increasing self-efficacy, and 
internalizing values (Shamir et al., 1993). These prospects are based on several 
fundamental assumptions about people. Self, as Markus and Wurf (1987) proposed, is a 
set of self-schemas derived from past social experiences. They further suggest that 
humans are motivated to enhance feelings of self-worth and self-confidence, and are 
motivated to increase the consistency between their behavior and their self-related 
concepts. Self-concepts are argued to be powerful determinants of their behavior and 
reactions to others (Markus & Wurf, 1987). In addition, the view of self is changeable, 
dynamic and multifaceted (Lord & Brown, 2004).   
Leadership and self research has mostly focused on different levels of the self 
concept: the relational self and the collective self (e.g., Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003; 
Lord & Brown, 2004; Shamir et al., 1993). For example, Shamir et al., (1993) suggested 
that transformational and charismatic leaders may activate followers‘ collective social 
identity by emphasizing group culture. Kark, Shamir, & Chen (2003) found that 
transformational leadership was positively related to both follower personal identification 
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with the leader and social identification with the work unit. Identifications further 
mediated the relationship between transformational leadership and follower dependence 
and empowerment. 
In a review of follower self-conception in leadership effectiveness, van 
Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, De Cermer, and Hogg (2004) called for research 
attention toward theory developments that consider other aspects of follower self-
concepts. Higgins‘ (1987; 1997) theory of self-discrepancy (i.e., possible selves) and 
regulatory focus is a promising direction for future development of the self-concept based 
theory and leadership. This project draws on Higgins‘ (1997) theory of possible selves 
and regulatory focus to understand possible ways in which ethics-based leaders can 
influence followers by affecting the salience of followers‘ different ethical self-regulatory 
foci.  
Regulatory Focus Theory 
Literature on leadership and self-conceptions mainly focuses on current aspects of 
self-concepts. Individuals‘ self-conceptions have future-oriented aspects as well as an 
aspect of how they are at a certain point in time. Markus and Nurius (1986) suggested 
that humans hold a variety of different possible selves. Possible selves are beliefs in how 
we could potentially become. The process by which people seek to align themselves (i.e., 
their behaviors and self-conceptions) with appropriate end states, which serve as 
reference values (in this case possible selves) is called self-regulation (Brockner & 
Higgins, 2001). This comparing and aligning process has important implications for 
motivation and engagement in behavior (see Higgins, 1987). In addition, leadership is 
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likely to influence followers‘ motivation and behavior by affecting mechanisms involved 
in self-regulation process (see Kark & van Dijk, 2007). 
Ideal and ought end states 
Self-regulation can have desired end states (i.e., positive reference values) or 
undesired end states (i.e., negative reference values) (see Carver & Scheier, 1998). 
Various self theories have described how positive selves (e.g., an ideal self) serve as 
reference values in self-regulation (e.g., Higgins, 1987; James, 1890/1948; Markus and 
Nurius, 1986). A self-regulatory system with a positive reference value guides people to 
reduce the discrepancies and involves moving the actual self towards the desired end 
state; whereas a self-regulatory system with a negative reference value attempts to 
amplify the discrepancies and involves moving the actual self away from the undesired 
end state (Carver & Scheier, 1998). In general, researchers emphasize self-regulation 
with a positive reference value because self-regulation with a negative reference value is 
inherently unstable and relatively rare (see Higgins 1997). Considering self-regulation 
with positive reference values, Higgins (1987) proposed the self-discrepancy theory 
which differentiated between possible ideal self-guides (how we would like to be) and 
ought self-guides (how we think we should be).  
Self-discrepancy theory (Higgins, 1987) suggests that there are three basic 
domains of the self: (1) the actual self, which represents a person‘s beliefs of what he/she 
actually possess; (2) the ideal selves (referred as ideal self-guides), which represents the 
person‘s beliefs of what he/she would ideally posses, such as hopes, wishes, and 
aspirations. For example, the person wishes to become a CEO. (3) The ought selves 
(referred to as ought self-guides) represent the person‘s beliefs of what he/she should or 
40 
 
 
 
ought to possess, such as obligations, duties and responsibilities. For example, the person 
believes that he/she ought to finish assigned task because it is his/her responsibility.  
Although both ideals and oughts involve moving the actual self towards the 
desired end state, Higgins (1997) proposes that self-regulation in relation to ideals is 
motivationally distinct from self-regulation in relation to oughts. Ideal self-guides 
represent one‘s hopes, wishes and aspirations and function like maximal goals. The 
psychological situation associated with ideal self-guides is the presence and absence of 
positive outcomes. In contrasts, ought self-guides represent one‘s duties, obligations and 
responsibilities and function like minimal goals. Minimal goals are what a person must 
attain. Meeting minimal goals is associated with the absence of negative outcomes; while 
discrepancies to such minimal goals may involve the presence of negative outcomes. 
Therefore, the psychological situation involved in ought self-guides is the presence and 
absence of negative outcomes. 
Self-regulatory focus 
The ideal and ought selves are self-directive standards and serve as reference 
values in self-regulation, and people differ as to which standards they focus and are 
motivated to meet. Higgins (1997) proposed regulatory focus as a motivational 
mechanism that influences people‘s preference to ideals versus oughts. A focus on ideal 
is promotion focus, and promotion focus is sensitive to gains; whereas a focus on oughts 
is prevention focus, and prevention focus is sensitive to losses (Higgins, 1997; 1998).  
Essentially, three factors differentiate promotion focus from prevention focus: 
needs, end states, and psychological situations (Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Higgins, 
1997). Nurturance as well as growth and achievement needs are predominately associated 
41 
 
 
 
with promotion focus, whereas security needs drive prevention focus.  Promotion focused 
individuals seek to attain goals and standards in relation to the ideal self-guides; whereas 
prevention focused individuals seek to attain goals and standards associated with the 
ought self-guides. The presence and absence of positive outcomes is aligned with 
promotion focus; therefore promotion focused individuals experience the pleasure or pain 
of a gain or non-gain, respectively.  Conversely, the presence and absence of negative 
outcomes is aligned with prevention focus, therefore prevention focused individuals 
experience the pleasure or pain of a non-loss or loss, respectively. 
Promotion focus and prevention focus are orthogonal mindsets and people differ 
in the chronic accessibility of these foci (Shah, Higgins, Friedman, 1998). A single 
individual may develop both types of regulatory focus through his/her interaction with 
different significant others (Higgins, 1997; 1998); however, he/she may have the 
tendency to operate within one state of self-regulation across situations (referred as 
‗chronic self-regulation focus‘) (Shah et al., 1998). The development of dispositional 
tendencies (chronic) of promotion focus versus prevention focus is associated with the 
individuals‘ histories in relationships with his or her primary care givers during childhood 
(see Higgins 1996). A history of communicating and encouraging accomplishments as 
well as providing (or withdraw) nurturance needs (such as love) may strengthen the 
child‘s focus on ideal self-guides (i.e., promotion focus); while child-caretaker 
relationship that is characterized by providing security needs (such as protection) and 
using punishment as discipline mechanism produces a focus on ought self-guides (i.e., 
prevention focus).  
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Although chronic regulatory focus has been shown to be a reliable individual 
difference variable, certain contextual cues may induce a situational regulatory focus that 
overcomes a person‘s chronic focus (Shah et al., 1998). A number of experimental 
studies have successfully manipulated situational regulatory focus (e.g., Friedman & 
Forster, 2001; Higgins, 2000; Higgins, Shah & Friedman, 1997; Liberman, Idson, 
Camacho, & Higgins, 1999). Some of the studies used task-framing manipulation in 
which participants were instructed that the quality of their sorting task performance 
would determine whether or not they were to subsequently work on a desirable task 
(promotion focus induction) or undesirable task (prevention focus induction) (e.g., Crowe 
& Higgins, 1997; Higgins et al., 1997). Some adopted maze tasks in which participants 
were asked to help a cartoon mouse approach cheese or avoid an owl (e.g., Forster, 
Friedman, Ozelsel, & Denzler, 2006; Friedman & Forster, 2001). All together, these 
studies suggest that contextual cues that focus on nurturance needs, attainment of ideals, 
and potential gains tend to induce a promotion mindset; while contextual cues that focus 
on security needs, fulfillment of obligations, and potential losses tend to induce a 
prevention mindset (Higgins, 1997; 1998). 
Regulatory focus and behavioral motivations 
Regulatory focus theory has been applied to explain people‘s behavioral 
motivations. Evidence shows that individuals high in chronic promotion focus are more 
sensitive to information framed around gains; while individuals high in chronic 
prevention focus are more sensitive to information framed around losses. For example, in 
a laboratory study, Shah and colleagues (1998) found that participants whose chronic 
regulatory focus was congruent with the framing of the incentives performed better than 
43 
 
 
 
those who experienced a mismatch. Specifically, they found that participants high in 
promotion focus performed an anagram task better when the task incentive was framed in 
terms of gains and non-gains (i.e., gain $1 if they found 90% or more of all the possible 
words) than one framed in terms of losses and non-losses (i.e., would not lose a dollar if 
they missed 10% or less of all the possible words), whereas the reverse was true for 
individuals high in prevention focus.  
In the same vein, self-regulatory focus also determines what kind of role models 
can be more inspirational, positive or negative. In a series of laboratory studies, 
Lockwood and colleagues (2002) found that promotion focused individuals are more 
likely to notice, recall and be motivated by information emphasizing achieving success 
(reflects gains), and are more likely to be inspired by positive role models. Conversely, 
prevention focused individuals are more likely to notice, recall and motivated by 
information emphasizing avoiding failure (reflects losses), and are more likely to be 
motivated by not becoming the same as negative role models. When they asked 
participants to recall their real life role models, results were consistent with the laboratory 
findings.  
Regarding the actual behavior, self-regulatory focus influences what kind of goal 
attainment strategic inclinations individuals choose. Higgins (1987; 1997) posits that 
people high in promotion focus are more likely to choose approach strategies, while 
people high in prevention focus are more likely to choose avoidance strategies. Empirical 
evidences have supported this prospect (e.g., Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Förster, Higgins & 
Idson, 1998; Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994; Liberman et al., 1999; Shah et al., 
1998). For example, in a series of laboratory studies, Crowe and Higgins (1997) found 
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that individuals primed by promotion clues tended to accomplish ―hits‖ (finding a word 
or more words hidden in a letter string) and to avoid errors of omission; while individuals 
primed by prevention clues tended to attain correct rejections and to avoid errors of 
omissions. The authors further demonstrate that the approach and avoidance difference is 
due to the differences in risk taking. Participants primed by promotion cues are more 
likely to accept risks in order to obtain ideal end state (gains); while participants primed 
by prevention cues are more risk-averse to avoid losses.  
In a related vein, research has related self-regulatory focus to creativity (e.g., 
Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Friedman & Forster, 2001). Crowe and Higgins (1997) 
proposed that promotion focus leads to greater risk taking than prevention focus, and 
willingness to take risks facilitates creativity (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Friedman & 
Forster, 2001). Following Crowe and Higgins (1997), Friedman and Forster found that 
promotion cues produced riskier responses bias and generated higher creativity than 
prevention cues. The same differences were found among individuals high in chronic 
promotion focus and chronic prevention focus.  
Researchers have also examined the relationship between self-regulatory focus 
and emotional vulnerabilities (e.g., cheerfulness/dejection emotions vs. 
quiescence/agitation emotions) (Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Froster et al., 1998; Higgins 
et al., 1997; Idson, Liberman & Higgins, 2000). Higgins (1998) demonstrated that people 
tend to experience dejection-related emotions, such as disappointment, dissatisfaction or 
sadness when they possess a discrepancy from ideal end state. People tend to experience 
agitation-related emotions such as feeling uneasy, threatened or afraid when they possess 
a discrepancy from their ought end state. Higgins and colleagues (1997) conducted a 
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series studies and found strong evidences supporting that promotion focused individuals 
tended to experience more dejection-related emotions (such as disappointment, 
discouraged, and sad), while prevention focused individuals tended to experience more 
agitation related emotions (such as uneasy, frustrated and tense) when they perceived a 
discrepancy between their actual and desired self.  In another study, Idson and colleagues 
(2000) found that promotion-focused individuals experienced higher levels of 
cheerfulness than quiescence following success than prevention-focused individuals.  
Conversely, prevention-focused individuals experienced higher levels of agitation than 
dejection emotions following a failure than promotion-focused individuals. Different 
emotional experience leads to different behavioral reactions. Brockner and Higgins 
(2001) suggest that the experience of agitation increases energetic behaviors (either good 
or bad).  Strauman and Higgins (1987) found that negative feedback decreased the rate of 
responding (on a verbal rather than written task) among promotion-focused persons 
whereas it increased the rate of responding among prevention-focused individuals.  
In sum, supporting Higgins‘ (1987; 1997) possible selves and regulatory focus 
theory, evidence shows that individuals who operate primarily within the promotion 
focus are more concerned with accomplishments and aspirations, are likely to be 
sensitive to the presence or absence of gains, use approach as a goal attainment strategy, 
show more willingness to take risks, are more creative in problem-solving processes, and 
experience emotions ranging from elation and happiness to dejection. In contrast, 
individuals who operate primarily within the prevention focus are more concerned with 
duties and obligations, are likely to be sensitive to the presence or absence of losses, use 
avoidance as a goal attainment strategy, and experience emotions ranging from agitation 
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or anxiety to quiescence or calmness. These findings apply to both chronic regulatory 
focus and primed regulatory focus.  
Workplace regulatory focus 
 Extending the findings in experimental studies, organizational behavior research 
argues that salient contextual stimuli may induce regulatory focus directed towards that 
specific context, workplace in this case (Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Neubert et al., 2008; 
Wallace & Chan, 2006; Wallace, Johnson, & Frazier, 2008). Wallace and colleagues 
(2008) propose that leadership and work climate may interact with personal attributions, 
such as personality and needs to induce employee workplace regulatory focus. Kark and 
van Dijk (2007) suggest that transformational leaders are likely to evoke employees‘ 
promotion focus; while transactional leaders are likely to evoke employees‘ prevention 
focus.  
Similar to other work-related orientations (e.g., work goal orientation, 
VandeWalle, 1997), one‘s regulatory focus at work is moderately stable overtime in the 
absence of important changes in the environment (Brockner & Higgins, 2001). When 
face situational change, such as changes of leadership, work climate, or task demands, 
employees‘ workplace regulatory focus may change accordingly. For example, work-
specific promotion focus may increase and prevention focus may decrease when leaders 
emphasize positive outcomes associated with achievements and reaching for higher 
goals. Likewise, employees may become more prevention focused if leaders emphasize 
negative outcomes related with failing existing goals. A given employee may be able to 
engage in either workplace promotion focus or prevention focus, or shift between the two 
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over time, depending on his/her exposure to particular situational stimuli at work 
(Higgins, 1997; Wallace & Chen, 2006). 
Two streams of research have attempted to measure situational self-regulatory 
focus in the workplace and to investigate some of its antecedents and consequences 
(Neubert et al., 2008; Wallace & Chen, 2006; Wallace et al., 2008). Neubert and 
colleagues (2008) found that leadership affects employee workplace regulatory focus. In 
particular, they found that initiating structure leadership, a leadership style focusing on 
directing and structuring tasks, induced in employees a workplace prevention focus. 
Further, workplace prevention focus mediated the relationships between initiating 
structure and in-role performance and deviant behavior respectively. Conversely, servant 
leadership, a leadership style focusing on benefiting others (Greenleaf, 1977/2002), 
induced in employees a workplace promotion focus. Workplace promotion focus 
mediated the relationships between servant leadership and helping behavior and creativity 
respectively.  
 Wallace and colleagues (Wallace & Chen, 2006; Wallace et al., 2008) found that 
workplace promotion focus is positively related to trait-like promotion; productivity 
performance, task performance, OCB-I and OCB-O, and negatively related to safety 
performance. Workplace prevention focus is positively related to trait-like prevention; 
safety performance, task performance, negatively related to OCB-I, and not related to 
productivity performance, and OCB-O. Further, workplace promotion and prevention 
focus predicted safety, productivity performance, and task performance, and 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB-I and OCB-O) above and beyond general 
regulatory focus. Moreover, regulatory focus fully mediated the positive relationships 
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between conscientiousness and safety performance and production performance, 
respectively. Conscientiousness had conflicting (positive vs. negative) indirect influences 
on safety performance and production performance, depending on whether the mediator 
was prevention focus or promotion focus. In addition, regulatory focus partially mediated 
the positive relationship between group safety climate and safety performance and the 
negative relationship between group safety climate and production performance. Further, 
group safety climate had conflicting (positive vs. negative) indirect influences on safety 
performance and production performance, depending on whether the mediator was 
prevention focus or promotion focus.  
Ethical regulatory focus  
Extending the literature on regulatory focus in the field of organizational 
behavior, I posit that salient organizational cues on ethical issues may also induce a 
regulatory focus that is particularly strong in the domain of ethics. Ethics-specific 
regulatory focus stems from both malleable situational stimuli, such as leadership and 
work climate, and stable personal attributes, such as chronic regulatory focus and values. 
Ethics-based leadership is an important contextual influence on followers‘ ethical and 
unethical behavior. I propose that regulatory focus may be particularly well suited to 
explaining how ethics-based leadership relates to employee ethical behavior outcomes. 
I define an ethical promotion regulatory focus as a psychological state that 
focuses on achieving moral ideals directed toward actions that are morally good although 
not required by social roles. Individuals high in ethical promotion focus are more likely 
to be sensitive to the presence or absence of positive outcomes associated with engaging 
in ethical behaviors, to use obtaining credit and approval as an ethical goal attainment 
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strategy, and to show willingness to take risks when facing an ethical issue.  Conversely, 
an ethical prevention regulatory focus is a psychological state that focuses on ethical 
oughts (including laws, rules and regulations). Individuals high in ethical prevention 
focus are more likely to be sensitive to the presence or absence of negative outcomes 
associated with engaging in unethical behaviors, to use avoiding blame and disapproval 
as an ethical goal attainment strategy, and to be risk-averse when facing an ethical issue. 
I set the boundary of ethical regulatory focus to the workplace because the 
communications between leaders and their followers are highly work-related. It is likely 
that employees may carry this orientation to the context outside the workplace, but I am 
focusing on examining the relationships in the workplace. Employees‘ ethical regulatory 
focus may be stable given a stable environment. However, if situational stimuli change, 
ethical regulatory focus may change accordingly.  For example, the same leader who 
focused on empowerment, encouragement and value sharing (charismatic ethical 
leadership) now starts to emphasize rules and regulations. Employees‘ ethical regulatory 
focus may shift from an ethical promotion focus to an ethical prevention focus. 
Ethics-based leadership and ethical regulatory focus 
Brockner and Higgins (2001) emphasize the role of organizational authorities 
(i.e., leaders) in how the communication of ideals (―This is what we in positions of 
organizational authority ideally would like you to do or not do.‖ (p. 57)) and oughts 
(―This is what we in authority believe that you ought to do or not do.‖ (p. 57)) in the 
workplace may help to shape employee situational regulatory focus. The authors posit 
that leaders may activate a specific situational regulatory focus by (1) role modeling; (2) 
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the use of language and symbols; and (3) the feedback they provide to subordinates about 
their attempts to self-regulate.  
When a leader‘s behaviors and messages signal an orientation towards moral 
ideals and aspirations, an ethical promotion focused mindset of attaining moral ideals, 
pursuing personal achievement in morality, and nurturing others are likely to be evoked 
in employees. Conversely, when the pattern of a leader‘s behavior suggests an orientation 
towards moral ―oughts‖ and duties, an ethical prevention mindset of avoiding 
punishment, ensuring security, and fulfilling ethical obligations may be induced in 
employees.   
Ethical regulatory focus and ethics-related behavior 
Individuals may strive to avoid engaging in unethical behavior using an ethical 
prevention focus tendency, characterized by a vigilant focus on recognizing and obeying 
moral oughts. Employees in an ethical prevention focus mind may view the goal of not 
behaving unethically as ―non-loss,‖ such that they believe not engaging in unethical 
behavior would allow them to meet more basic safety and security needs and avoid 
negatives outcomes.  
When face an ethical issue that is beyond any moral oughts (i.e., virtuous-ethical 
behavior), an employee high in ethical promotion focus may engage in such virtuous-
ethical behavior to achieve their ideal moral self and satisfy their need for moral growth. 
In contrast, an employee high in ethical prevention focus is less likely to engage in such 
behavior because such behavior is not required by laws, rules or regulations.  
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Regulatory Fit  
Stable personal attributions such as chronic regulatory focus may interact with 
contextual cues to affect the shaping of ethical regulatory focus (e.g., Higgins, 2000; 
Kark & van Dijk, 2007). People are more likely to notice, recall and be motivated by 
information that fits their dominant regulatory focus (Higgins, 2000). As discussed 
above, chronic promotion focus leads individuals to be more sensitive to information 
framed around gains, achievements and aspirations than does chronic prevention focus. 
When ethics-based leaders indicate these aspects, chronic promotion-focused individuals 
are more likely to notice, recall and be motivated by such information. Chronic 
promotion focus therefore strengthens the influence of charismatic ethical leadership on 
ethical promotion focus. In contrast, chronic prevention focus leads individuals to be 
more sensitive to information framed around negative outcomes, rules and regulations 
than chronic promotion focused does. When ethics-based leaders communicate such 
aspects, chronic prevention focused individuals are more likely to notice, recall and 
motivated by such information. Chronic prevention focus therefore strengthens the 
relationship between ethical leadership as proposed by Brown et al (2005) and ethical 
prevention focus.  
In addition, when people pursue a goal that fits their chronic regulatory tendency, 
they experience feelings of right and the values of what a person is doing are increased 
(Cesario, Grant & Higgins, 2004).  As a result, individuals show enhanced motivation 
and performance when they are encouraged to pursue strategies that match their 
regulatory concerns (Higgins, 2000; Shah et al., 1998).  Shah and colleagues (1998) 
suggested that an interaction between the chronic and the situational regulatory foci is 
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likely to affect people‘s behavioral outcomes.  Congruence between the chronic and 
situational regulatory foci may result in higher levels of performance (Shah et al., 1998).  
Indeed it was found that chronic prevention is positively correlated with performance 
under prevention-evoked situations, and negatively correlated with performance under 
promotion-evoked situations (Shah et al., 1998). Therefore, by extension, a fit between 
chronic and ethical regulatory focus may maximize the ethics-based behavioral 
outcomes.  
Summary on Regulatory Focus 
In summary, Higgins (1987; 1989; 1997; 1998) proposed the theory of regulatory 
focus based on individual differences in the focus on ideal and ought self-guides. A 
promotion focus taps into one‘s ideal self-guides, and is concerned with gains in relation 
to advancement, growth and accomplishment. The goals of a promotion regulatory focus 
are related to one‘s hopes and aspirations. To achieve such goals, promotion focused 
individuals primarily use approach-oriented strategies to match their current state with 
their desired end state. In contrast, a prevention focus taps into one‘s desired ought self-
guides, and is concerned with losses in relation to failing to meet rules and regulations. 
The goals of a prevention regulatory focus are related to one‘s duties and responsibilities. 
To achieve such goals, prevention focused people primarily tend to use prudent strategies 
to avoid mismatches to the desired end state.  
Prevention and promotion foci are orthogonal and momentum. Although 
individuals may hold one focus more than the other cross situations and cross time 
(chronic regulatory focus), situational stimuli are likely to induce a state regulatory focus 
that may overcome the chronic regulatory focus.  However, people‘s chronic regulatory 
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focus may affect the extent to which the situational stimuli induce the state regulatory 
focus.  People are more sensitive to situational stimuli that fit their chronic regulatory 
focus.  In addition, the compatibility between chronic and situational regulatory foci (i.e., 
regulatory fit) may enhance people‘s motivation and result in better performance 
outcomes. 
Summary and focus of the present study 
In summary, the purpose of the current research is to examine the processes by 
which ethics-based leadership impact followers‘ engagement in ethical and unethical 
conduct. The current study suggests a moderated mediation model by which charismatic 
ethical leaders and leaders following increase follower ethical behavior while reduce 
follower unethical behavior through activating distinct ethical regulatory focus.  
This project contributes to the literature primarily in three ways. First, I suggest 
that ethical behaviors in relation to moral ideals need to be distinguished from ethical 
behaviors in relation to moral oughts because the antecedents and theoretical linkages 
predicting each type of behavior may be different. I have conceptualized virtuous-ethical 
behavior and unethical behavior and proposed a two category typology to examine ethics-
related behavior. Second, I have compared ethical leadership (Brown et al., 2005) and 
charismatic ethical leadership (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Howell & Avolio, 1992) in 
terms of their direct and indirect influences on followers‘ behavioral ethics. Third, I have 
identified and compared the underlying psychological mechanisms through which each of 
the leadership style may affect follower behavioral outcomes.  
In addition, the current project suggests chronic regulatory foci – chronic 
promotion focus and chronic prevention focus – which moderate the relationship between 
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leadership and ethical regulatory foci and the relationship between ethical regulatory foci 
and ethical/unethical behavior. 
This study also contributes methodologically to the literature by conceptualizing 
and measuring ethical regulatory focus as a psychological mechanism which have yet to 
be empirically examined in the literature.  
Chapter 3 explains the hypothesized relationships among the variables in a model 
that investigates the psychological mechanisms through which leaders impact followers‘ 
motivation to engage in ethical conduct or to avoid engaging in unethical conduct.  
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Chapter 3: Research Model and Hypotheses 
In this chapter, I will begin with the review of the research questions addressed in 
this study.  The model is then presented along with the hypothesized relationships among 
the variables in the model.  
Research Questions 
This project reveals the process of how ethics-based leadership affects followers‘ 
engagement in ethical and unethical behavior through the activation of followers‘ ethical 
regulatory focus. Particularly, the current study explains the following four research 
questions: 
1. Does ethics-based leadership induce an ethics-specific regulatory focus in 
employees? 
2. Do ethical promotion focus and ethical prevention focus have differential 
relationships with ethical and unethical conduct?  
3. Is ethics-specific regulatory focus a psychological mechanism linking ethics-
based leadership to followers‘ ethical-related behavior? 
4. Does predisposition toward chronic regulatory foci play a role in the above 
proposed process? 
The following sections discuss the relationships among the various components of 
the model in greater detail and offer theoretical rationale and empirical support for the 
hypothesized relationships.  
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Hypothesis Development 
Leadership and regulatory focus 
As discussed previously, two forms of ethics-based leadership are examined in the 
current study, ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership. Treviño and 
colleagues (Treviño et al., 2003; Brown et al., 2005) conceptualized ethical leadership in 
a social learning approach. These scholars described ethical leadership as role models of 
ethics and they promote ethical behavior by using a more transactional approach to 
communicate ethics message and manage ethical conduct. Charismatic ethical leadership 
represents ethical transformational and charismatic leadership (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; 
House, 1977) and it presents a value-congruence approach to examine ethics-based 
leadership. Charismatic ethical leaders influence followers primarily through 
inspirational motivation, which describes how leaders use inspiring rhetoric, emotions, 
and communication styles to articulate and convey their ethics related visions and 
motivate follower (Bass & Avolio, 2000). The differences between two ethics-based 
leadership styles may have differentiated impacts on follower psychological states.  
I propose that one way leaders affect follower behavior is through inducing 
situational regulatory focus. Recall that I discussed previously how situational cues, such 
as leadership, may induce in followers a situational-specific regulatory focus. Ethics-
based leaders role model ethical conduct and communicate messages of ethics to 
employees, and this may induce in employees a focus on ethical conducts.   
Theory of regulatory focus suggests a number of ways through which leadership 
can stimulate followers‘ ethical regulatory focus. Brockner and Higgins (2001) posit that 
leaders may activate a specific situational regulatory focus by (1) role modeling; (2) the 
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use of language and symbols; and (3) the feedback they provide to subordinates about 
their attempts to self-regulate. First, followers are likely to mold their self-regulatory 
focus according to that of the leader when the leader becomes a role model. If the 
leader‘s behaviors are seen as characters of an ethical promotion focus, followers are 
likely to develop an ethical promotion focus. Conversely, followers may be induced to 
maintain an ethical prevention focus when the leader‘s behavior signals an ethical 
prevention focus. Further, when a leader‘s behaviors and messages communicate 
orientation towards moral ideals and aspirations, an ethical promotion focused mindset of 
attaining moral ideals, pursuing growth, and nurturing others are likely to be elicited in 
employees. Conversely, when the pattern of a leader‘s behavior suggests an orientation 
towards moral ―oughts‖ and duties, an ethical prevention mindset of avoiding 
punishment, ensuring security, and fulfilling ethical obligations may be induced in 
employees.   
Ethical leadership and regulatory focus 
Role modeling has been proposed as one of the major processes by which ethical 
leaders influence followers (Brown et al., 2005). Brown and colleagues (2005) indicate 
that ethical leaders engage in ethical behaviors themselves. These leaders are seen as fair 
and principled decision-makers who are people-oriented and care about the broader 
society (see Brown & Treviño, 2006a). Beyond that, ethical leaders serve ―the greater 
good‖ (Treviño et al., 2003, p. 19). In addition, ethical leaders explicitly communicate 
ethics and values messages and proactively promote ethical conduct and manage 
employees‘ ethical behavior (Brown et al., 2005). These behaviors signal a high moral 
self-guide, and an approach goal attainment strategy to achieve moral ideal self rather 
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than an avoidance strategy for not becoming an immoral self. Ethical leaders‘ behaviors 
therefore mirror an ethical promotion focus, and thus likely to elicit an ethical promotion 
focus among their followers. 
Hypothesis 1a: Ethical leadership is positively related to followers’ workplace 
ethical promotion focus states. 
Leaders adopting ethical leadership style are more transactional and less idealistic 
(Treviño et al., 2003). They communicate ethical messages in a more practical way and 
clearly define their expectations of what followers need to do (Brown et al., 2005; 
Treviño et al., 2003). Ethical leadership also indicates rules and regulations of ethical 
conduct (Brown et al., 2005). The more the leader‘s rhetoric indicates responsibilities and 
obligations, the more likely followers will activate a prevention focus (Brockner & 
Higgins, 2001). Further, ethical leaders influence followers‘ ethical conduct by explicitly 
setting up ethical standards and holding followers‘ accountable to those standards by the 
use of discipline.  The situation is more likely to be perceived by followers as being 
framed in terms of loss (i.e., punishment associated with violating the standards). Ethical 
leadership also direct followers‘ attention to negative consequences associated with the 
failure of meeting the standards. In summary, ethical leadership is likely to stimulate 
follower ethical prevention focus. 
Hypothesis 1b: Ethical leadership is positively related to follower workplace 
ethical prevention focus states. 
Charismatic ethical leadership and regulatory focus 
Shamir and colleagues (1993) suggest that one way charismatic leaders influence 
followers is through a role modeling process. Charismatic ethical leaders are morally 
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upright leaders (Burns, 1978). Howell and Avolio (1992) argue that charismatic ethical 
leaders follow self-guided moral principles, which are deeply embedded in values. These 
leaders possess courage, a sense of fairness, and integrity, all of which reflect a positive 
moral self-guide. Courage, in particular, involves certain degrees of risks. In addition, 
charismatic ethical leaders are inspirational leaders who passionately communicate and 
promote ethical values and visions of ethical conduct (Brown & Treviño, 2006b). To sum 
up, charismatic ethical leaders are concerned with ideal moral aspirations, show more 
willingness to take risks to do what is right, and use approach strategies to promote 
ethical conduct. According to these behaviors, I suggest that charismatic ethical leaders 
role model an ethical promotion focus, and are likely to induce their followers in an 
ethical promotion focus. 
Further, charismatic ethical leaders adopt an inspirational communication style 
(e.g., Bass & Avolio, 1993; Conger & Kanungo, 1998). They convey vision of ethics to 
followers by painting a verbal picture of what followers can ideally accomplish (e.g., 
Emrich, Brower, Feldman, & Garland, 2001), and how the organization, society or the 
world could be if followers act on higher values or pursue ideological moral goals. 
Followers of a charismatic ethical leader, therefore, are likely to focus their attention on 
achieving moral ideals and are likely to have an ethical promotion focus.  
Furthermore, charismatic ethical leaders tend to articulate what kind of person 
followers can develop into, express confidence in followers‘ ability to achieve high 
standards, and what the organization can gain from followers‘ development (Howell & 
Avolio, 1992). Therefore, I propose that charismatic ethical leaders frame situations in 
gains, and are more likely to elicit an ethical promotion focus among their followers. 
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In summary, charismatic ethical leadership are likely to activate followers‘ ethical 
promotion focus by role modeling an ethical promotion focus, directing followers‘ 
attention to moral ideals, and framing situations in terms of gains.  
Hypothesis 2: Charismatic ethical leadership is positively related to followers’ 
ethical promotion focus states.  
Regulatory fit and leadership-ethical focus relationship 
Not all employees are likely to respond to leader behavior in the same manner. 
Employees‘ chronic regulatory focus differences are likely to affect their responses to 
leader influences (Lockwood et al., 2002). Higgins (2000) suggested that individuals are 
sensitive to information that fits their dominant chronic regulatory focus. Chronic 
promotion focused employees are more likely to notice, recall and be affected by leaders‘ 
behavior that indicates moral accomplishments and positive outcomes associated with 
engaging in ethical behavior. Consequently, chronic promotion focus strengthens the 
positive relationships between ethics-based leadership and ethical promotion focus. 
Hypothesis 3a: Follower’s chronic promotion focus will moderate the 
relationship between ethical leadership and follower’s ethical promotion focus, 
such that the higher the chronic promotion focus, the larger the impact of ethical 
leadership on follower’s ethical promotion focus. 
Hypothesis 3b: Follower’s chronic promotion focus will moderate the 
relationship between charismatic ethical leadership and follower’s ethical 
promotion focus, such that the higher the chronic promotion focus, the larger the 
impact of charismatic ethical leadership on follower’s ethical promotion focus. 
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Conversely, prevention focused individuals are more likely to notice, recall and 
affected by leadership behavior that emphasize obeying rules and regulations and 
negative consequences associated with engaging in unethical behavior. Chronic 
prevention focus therefore strengthens the positive relationships between ethical 
leadership and ethical prevention focus. 
Hypothesis 4: Follower’s chronic prevention focus will moderate the relationship 
between ethical leadership and follower’s ethical prevention focus, such that the 
higher the chronic prevention focus, the larger the impact of ethical leadership on 
follower’s ethical prevention focus. 
Ethical regulatory focus and ethics-related behavior 
Ethics-related behavior Recall that I propose a two category typology to 
conceptualize ethics-related behavior: virtuous-ethical behavior and unethical behavior. 
Virtuous-ethical behavior refers to behaviors beneficial to others that reflect moral ideals 
and involve personal costs or risks. Virtuous-ethical behavior includes helping, charitable 
giving, volunteering, whistle-blowing, and acts of benevolence, altruism, selflessness, 
and forgivingness (e.g., Heyd, 1982; Pincoffs, 1986; Treviño & Weaver, 2003).  
Conversely, unethical behavior refers to behaviors harmful upon others that violate 
mandatory moral duties and are both legally and morally unacceptable to the larger 
community. This conceptualization of unethical behavior is a broad term that includes a 
number of more fine-grained behaviors, such as deviant behavior, counterproductive 
behavior, aggression, and antisocial behavior (see Treviño et al., 2006; Treviño & 
Weaver, 2003). 
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Evidence has shown that an activated self-regulatory focus is a strong predictor of 
individual judgment, thought, and behavior (e.g., Aaker & Lee, 2001; Crowe & Higgins, 
1997; Forster Grant, Idson, & Higgins, 2001; Forster, Higgins, & Idson, 1998; Friedman 
& Forster, 2001; Markovits, Ullrich, van Dick, & Davis, 2008; Meyer et al., 2004; Shah 
et al., 1998; Tuan Pham & Avnet, 2004).  Primed self-regulatory focus has been applied 
to explain goal attainment (e.g., Forster et al., 1998; Meyer et al., 2004; Shah et al., 
1998), decision making (e.g., Crowe & Higgins, 1997), creativity (Friedman & Forster, 
2001), and information processing and persuasion (Aaker & Lee, 2001).   
In the workplace, employee‘s work-specific regulatory foci have been found to 
have different influences on work-related performance (Neubert et al., 2008; Wallace & 
Chen, 2006; Wallace et al., 2008). For example, Wallace and Chen (2006) found that 
employees‘ workplace promotion focus and prevention focus were both positively related 
to task performance. However, promotion focus was negatively related to safety 
performance while prevention focus had a positively relationship with safety 
performance. Prevention focus was not related to production performance, whereas 
promotion focus was positively related to production performance. 
As discussed above, an activated situational-specific promotion focus is more 
concerned with accomplishments and aspirations, use approach as a goal attainment 
strategy, and show more willingness to take risks (Higgins, 1987; 1997). In an ethical 
promotion focus mindset, individuals stress to reduce the discrepancy between the actual 
self and an ideal moral self who is altruistic and hold high moral standards. This mindset 
is likely to manifest itself in ethical behavior that goes beyond minimum expectations of 
social norms, such as charitable giving and voluntary. In addition, individuals in an 
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ethical promotion focus are likely to be willing to take risks (which is often associated 
with certain levels of self-sacrifice when it is for a good cause) when they strive to 
become an ideally ethical self. Virtuous-ethical behaviors involve non-mandatory ethical 
behavior and sometimes are even risky (e.g., whistle-blowing). Therefore, I hypothesize 
that: 
Hypothesis 5: Ethical promotion focus is positively related to virtuous-ethical 
behavior in the workplace. 
 An ethical prevention focus produces a desire to avoid losses. Moral oughts 
consist of duty-based mandatory moralities, and disobeying moral oughts may involve 
negative outcomes such as punishment. As such, individuals who operate primarily in an 
ethical prevention focus are likely to direct their actions toward inhibiting disobeying 
moral oughts. Unethical behaviors violate moral oughts. Therefore, individuals in an 
ethical prevention focus mindset are less likely to engage in unethical behaviors.  
Hypothesis 6: Ethical prevention focus is negatively related to unethical behavior 
in the workplace. 
Regulatory fit and the ethical regulatory focus-behavior relationship 
 
In addition to the fit between situational stimuli and chronic regulatory focus, 
Higgins (2000) suggested that individuals‘ motivation and performance will be 
maximized when their evoked situational regulatory focus matches their chronic 
regulatory focus. Regulatory fit results in feelings of right and increased perceived values 
of what a person is doing (Cesario et al., 2004). As a result, congruence between the 
chronic and the situational regulatory focus leads to better performance (Higgins, 2000; 
Shah et al., 1998).  For example, Shah et al. (1998) found that the effect of a primed 
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regulatory focus on performance is moderated by individuals‘ chronic regulatory focus, 
such that individuals perform better when the situational regulatory focus matches 
chronic regulatory focus than if the two foci do not fit. The authors further argue that 
motivation and performance are maximized when situational stimuli (including framing 
of goals, tasks, and incentives), primed and chronic regulatory foci all match one another. 
These findings suggest that the effect of the primed ethical regulatory focus of followers 
on followers‘ ethics-related behaviors will be stronger when there is congruence between 
their aroused ethical regulatory focus and chronic regulatory focus. This interaction effect 
implies that the relationship between followers‘ activated ethical focus and the ethics-
related behavior will be maximized when there is a fit between chronic and ethical 
regulatory focus.  
Hypothesis 7: chronic regulatory focus will moderate the ethical regulatory 
focus-behavior relationship, such that: 
Hypothesis 7a: The effect of the ethical promotion focus on followers’ virtuous-
ethical behavior will be stronger when the followers are characterized by a chronic 
promotion focus than when the followers are characterized by a chronic prevention 
focus. 
Conversely, 
Hypothesis 7b: The effect of the ethical prevention focus on followers’ unethical 
behavior will be stronger when the followers are characterized by a chronic 
prevention focus than when the followers are characterized by a chronic 
promotion focus. 
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Ethical regulatory focus as a mediator 
 
Ethical leadership as proposed by Brown et al. (2005) has been proposed as a 
leadership style that has a particularly strong impact on ethical conduct in organizations 
(see Brown & Treviño, 2006a). It has been linked to increased employee engagement in 
ethical behavior, including reporting problems to management and group-level 
organizational citizenship behavior, and decreased unethical behavior, including group-
level deviance (Brown et al., 2005; Detert et al., 2007; Mayer et al., 2009; Walumbwa & 
Schaubroeck, 2009). Social learning theory has been applied to explain ethical 
leadership‘s favorable influence on follower ethical conduct (e.g., Brown et al., 2005). 
Researchers have called for more attention on examining other possible psychological 
mechanisms linking the leadership-behavior relationship (Brown & Treviño, 2006a).   
I propose ethical regulatory focus as a psychological mechanism through which 
ethical leadership affects follower ethics-related behavior. Ethical leaders are trustworthy 
figures and fulfill follower nurturance needs by incorporating followers into decision-
making processes and treating them fairly. Followers are likely to mirror ethical leaders‘ 
beliefs and behaviors. These leaders strive to be morally good (beyond the ―call of duty‖) 
and proactively communicate ethics messages and manage ethics issues in the workplace. 
They set up an example of focusing on achieving morally upright self, and induce in their 
followers an ethical promotion focus. Followers with an activated ethical promotion 
focus strive to engage in behaviors that satisfy their desire of becoming an ideally moral 
person. The behavioral outcomes are increased engagement in virtuous-ethical behavior 
and reduced engagement in unethical behavior.  
Hypothesis 8: Ethical promotion focus will mediate the relationship between 
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ethical leadership and follower virtuous-ethical behavior. 
Ethical leaders as proposed by Brown et al. (2005) also tend to adopt a more 
transactional style to manage ethical conduct (e.g., Brown et al., 2005). They emphasize 
expectations and consequences in terms of ethical conduct. They focus on clarifying the 
rules and regulations and directing followers‘ attention on negative outcomes associated 
with unethical behavior. Such behaviors are likely to elicit an ethical prevention focus. 
Individuals with an ethical prevention focus act in a manner that avoids negative 
outcomes and complies with moral oughts. This suggests that followers with an induced 
prevention focus would avoid engage in unethical behavior.  
Hypothesis 9: Ethical prevention focus will mediate the relationship between 
ethical leadership and follower unethical behavior. 
Charismatic ethical leadership has been suggested to have direct implications for 
employees‘ ethical conduct (e.g., Howell & Avolio, 1992). Research has suggested that 
charismatic ethical leadership influence followers‘ engagement in ethical conduct 
through social learning process (Avolio et al., 1999) and value congruence process (e.g., 
Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Shamir et al., 1993). According to social learning theory 
(Bandura, 1986), Avolio et al. (1999) argues that followers will pay attention to and 
imitate their leaders‘ ethical behavior if they perceive the leaders as ethical role models. 
Charismatic ethical leadership has been described as ethical role models (Avolio et al., 
1999; Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996). Therefore, imitating the behaviors of charismatic 
ethical leaders, followers are likely to engage in morally upright behaviors and avoid 
unethical behaviors.  
One of the novelties of transformational and charismatic leadership is its 
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capability of transcend followers values and beliefs (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Burns, 
1978). Charismatic ethical values focus on altruism (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996) and 
serve as powerful motivators for ethical conduct. Evidence has shown that altruism is 
highly correlated with empathy, social responsibility, and concern for the welfare of 
others (see Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004), all of which have been suggested to link with 
people‘s motivation to engage in prosocial behaviors, such as helping others (a form of 
virtuous-ethical behavior) (e.g., Eisenberg, 1986; Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004). Altruism 
also constrains the engagement in harmful behaviors (Robinson & Bennett, 1997). 
Therefore, charismatic ethical leaders are likely to increase followers‘ engagement in 
virtuous-ethical behavior while reduce unethical behavior through a value aligning 
process.  
Research has yet established the direct linkage between charismatic ethical 
leadership and follower virtuous-ethical behavior. However, evidence has shown that 
perceived leader charisma was strongly positively related to follower attitudes, such as 
trust in leader, inspiration of obtaining accomplishments, follower-leader belief and value 
congruence (Kirkpatrick and Locke, 1996). Such attitudes have been demonstrated to 
play an important role in promoting citizenship behaviors (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). As I discussed, certain citizenship behavior can be considered 
as virtuous-ethical behavior. It is reasonable, therefore, to suggest a linkage between 
charismatic ethical leadership and virtuous-ethical behavior. 
This study proposes ethical promotion focus as a psychological mechanism 
explaining the relationship between charismatic ethical leadership and follower virtuous-
ethical behavior. As I presented earlier, charismatic ethical leaders induce in followers an 
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ethical promotion focus by role modeling, and visually painting an ideal picture of how 
followers‘ engagement in ethical behavior would contribute to the organization or 
society. In an induced ethical promotion focus, followers are motivated to achieve moral 
ideals (transcended by charismatic ethical leaders), resulting in increased virtuous-ethical 
behavior.  
Hypothesis 10: Ethical promotion focus will mediate the relationship between 
charismatic ethical leadership and follower virtuous-ethical behavior. 
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Chapter 4 Research Design and Methodology 
Chapter 4 provides an overview of the research design, sample characteristics, 
and procedures for data collection. In addition, Chapter 4 presents the measures used in 
the study, as well as the data analysis techniques used to test the hypotheses. 
Research Design 
 The hypothesized relationships outlined in Chapter 3 were examined using survey 
research methods and a correlational research design. As opposed to being manipulated 
in experimental research, correlational research examines variables in their naturally 
occurring state. It is advantageous for examining variables that are not easily manipulated 
and complex multivariate models.  
Sample and Procedures 
The target population includes full-time employees and their supervisors in the 
United States. Data were collected using the StudyResponse Project, which is a non-
profit research service that matches researchers with participants willing to complete 
surveys. The StudyResponse Project was introduced at the 2003 Annual Meeting of the 
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (Weiss and Stanton, 2003). 
StudyResponse indicates that it maintains a database of 50,000-60,000 active, registered 
individuals as of June, 2009; these individuals are reported to reflect the larger population 
of the United States in terms of racial/ethnic background, education, and array of 
occupations (Weiss and Stanton, 2003). This service has been used to obtain samples in 
several recent studies (e.g., Inness, LeBlanc, & Barling, 2008; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; 
Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007).  
Sample 
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StudyResponse conducted a pre-screening study to identify individuals willing to 
participate in the study and invite their immediate supervisor. Potential participants 
needed to meet the following criteria: (i) must be a US resident; (ii) must be a full-time 
employee; (iii) must have a formal supervisor and have worked for the individual for at 
least one year. From the respondents, the service then selected a random sample of 203 
employee participants. StudyResponse sent invitations to 203 individuals and their 
immediate supervisors of which 190 pairs responded. After removing cases with missing 
data, I obtained a usable set of responses from 162 pairs (79.8% response rate). Half of 
the employee participants were male (50%) with a mean age of 37.38 (SD = 10.11), had 
worked for an average of 7.58 years, and 37% indicated working for their current 
supervisor 5 or more years (M = 3.32). Employees represented a variety of occupational 
types and ethnic backgrounds (81.4% White/Non-Hispanic; 6.8% Asian; 5.6% 
Black/African-American; 5.0% Hispanic/Latino; 0.6% Native American; and 0.6% Two 
or More Races). The majority of employees indicated a four year college degree was the 
highest degree they had earned (54.7%) and they had over 5 years of work experience 
(84%). Supervisors were predominately male (63.1%) with a mean age of 41.17 (SD = 
9.74). Supervisors represented a variety of ethnic backgrounds (85.7% White/Non-
Hispanic; 5.0% Latino; 4.3% Black/African-American; 3.1% Asian; 0.6% Pacific 
Islander; and 0.6% Native American; and 0.6% Two or More races).  
Collection Procedure 
A two-wave and multiple source data collection procedure was used. I followed 
procedures suggested by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff (2003) to minimize 
socially desirable responding and common method variance (CMV). First, I obtained the 
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measures of leadership behavior from the subordinates and the measures of the 
subordinate frequency of engaging in ethics-related behavior from the leader. Second, in 
two-wave research, data are collected at two different points in time. Using a time lag 
between the measurement of the predictor and criterion variables creates a temporal 
separation which allows previously recalled information to leave short-term memory and 
make prior responses less salient, available, or relevant (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
Ultimately, this may reduce demand characteristics which are major causes of CMV.  
Consistent with prior studies, (e.g., Neubert et al., 2008; Tepper et al., 2009), I 
collected data at approximately 3 weeks apart. The three weeks time minimized the 
number of respondents that might be lost due to attrition; longer lags can reduce the 
number of useable Time 2 responses. At Time 1, employees were asked to complete 
measures of demographics, social desirability, positive and negative affect, ethical 
leadership, charismatic ethical leadership, chronic promotion focus, and chronic 
prevention focus. Also at time 1, supervisors were asked to complete measures of 
demographics and rating of employee virtuous-ethical behavior including whistle-
blowing intentions, engagement in whistle-blowing behavior, and altruistic behavior and 
employee unethical behavior including interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance 
and concealment of errors behavior. At time 2, employees were contacted and asked to 
complete measures of ethical promotion focus, ethical prevention focus, self-reported 
whistle-blowing intentions, and engagement in whistle-blowing behavior, interpersonal 
deviance, organizational deviance and concealment of errors behavior.  
The survey was hosted on-line using the service Survey Monkey. StudyResponse 
sent email invitations to employees that included a link to the employee survey hosted on 
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the Survey Monkey website. In the introduction, StudyResponse indicated that there were 
2 time wave surveys, and the participants would be contacted for a Time 2 survey in 3 
weeks. A separate email invitation was sent to each employee‘s supervisor inviting him 
or her to complete the supervisor survey. This email contained a code that the supervisor 
entered into the survey. This code was also assigned to the employee and was used to link 
employee and supervisor responses while maintaining the anonymity of both. Participants 
received a $7.00 gift card to an on-line store per survey for their participation. 
Measures 
Development and Validation of the Ethical Regulatory Focus (ERF) Scale 
Following Higgins‘ perspectives on the components of regulatory focus (1997; 
1998), I designed a measure to assess ERF from both promotion and prevention 
perspectives. Higgins (1997; 1998) suggested that promotion focus involves needs for 
achievement, attention to gains and attainment of ideals, while prevention focus involves 
needs for security, attention to losses, and the fulfillment of obligations. As such, I 
developed 15 items to measure three aspects of ethical promotion focus—achievement, 
ideals, and gains—and 15 items to measure three aspects of ethical prevention focus—
security, oughts, and losses.  
Next, to ensure content-related evidence of construct validity, I asked two PhD 
trained Organizational Behavior and Psychology researchers to independently review the 
items on the questionnaire and provide feedback regarding the content validity and the 
face validity of the survey items. Content validity refers to the extent to which a measure 
represents all facets of a given construct (Schriesheim, Powers, Scandura, Gardiner, & 
Lankau, 1993); while face validity refers to whether the measures appear valid (Anastasi, 
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1988). The two researchers have been given the definitions of the constructs, and were 
asked to determine whether the items sufficiently represented the construct domain. 
Wording changes were made as appropriate to ensure that the items clearly represented 
the construct domain. 
A pilot study was then conducted to confirm the factor structure of the scales. 
Data were collected from a national U.S. sample of 218 individuals contacted through the 
StudyResponse Project.  
I first conducted an exploratory factor analysis of the ERF items using a principal 
axis factor analysis method and an oblimin rotation on the 30 items to isolate items that 
performed the best. Results suggested that six items best loaded onto a promotion focus 
factor, six items loaded onto a prevention focus factor, and eighteen items were removed 
because they had low factor loadings. The final scale and their exploratory factor 
loadings are presented in Table 1 (and confirmatory factor loadings will be presented 
upon request). 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Next, I conducted a series of analyses to ensure that the items were measuring two 
distinct constructs and that they demonstrated convergent validity with similar constructs. 
Acceptable internal consistency reliabilities were found for the ethical promotion focus (α 
= .91) and ethical prevention focus (α = .86) scales. I conducted a confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) using LISREL 8.7, and the fit indices showed that the two-factor model 
fit the data adequately (χ2 (53) = 139.91, p < .01, RMSEA = .087, CFI = .97). A one-
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factor model did not fit the data well (χ2 (54) = 433.41, p < .01, RMSEA = .23, CFI = 
.87); the fit was substantially worse than the two-factor model (Δχ2 (1) = 293.5, p < .01). 
To demonstrate convergent validity, a scale must covary with other scales shown 
to measure similar constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). I therefore conducted a second 
CFA including chronic regulatory focus scales (promotion and prevention) (Lockwood et 
al., 2002) and the ethical regulatory focus sub-dimensions (ethical promotion and 
prevention) to confirm the factor structure of the scales, and provide evidence of 
independence of measurement. I began by estimating a four factor solution, including 
chronic promotion regulatory focus (9 items), chronic prevention regulatory focus (9 
items), ethical promotion regulatory focus (6 items), and ethical prevention regulatory 
focus (6 items). The fit indices showed that the four-factor model fit the data well 
(2(399) = 1051.98, p < .01; RMSEA = .092, CFI = .95). I estimated a one-factor model. 
The fit indices for the one-factor model were weak (2(405) = 2114.19, p < .01; RMSEA 
= .20, CFI = .86); the fit was substantially worse than the four-factor model (Δχ2 (6) = 
1062.21, p < .01). I also estimated a two-factor model, with one factor for chronic 
regulatory focus, and one for ethical regulatory focus. The fit indices for the two-factor 
model were weak (2(404) = 1904.59, p < .01; RMSEA = .20, CFI = .87); the fit was 
substantially weaker than the four-factor model (Δχ2 (5) = 845.61, p < .01). Further, I 
tested another two-factor model with one factor for promotion regulatory focus 
(including both general and ethical promotion items) and one factor for prevention 
regulatory focus (including both general and ethical prevention items). The fit indices for 
this two-factor model were weak (2(404) = 1644.22, p < .01; RMSEA = .16, CFI = .90); 
the fit was substantially weaker than the four-factor model (Δχ2 (5) = 592.24, p < .01).  
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Table 2 summarizes the zero-order correlations among variables. As expected, the 
chronic regulatory focus scales and the ethical regulatory focus scales were moderately 
correlated even though the CFA results above indicate that the scales are distinct. 
Specifically, larger than desirable intercorrelations were found between ethical promotion 
focus and chronic promotion focus (r = .66, p < .01). In addition, ethical prevention focus 
was significantly related to chronic prevention focus (r = .53, p < .01), chronic promotion 
focus (r = .54, p < .01) and ethical promotion focus (r = .50, p < .01). On the basis of 
these patterns of correlations, I concluded that there is moderate to strong evidence of 
convergent validity for the ethical promotion regulatory focus measure, and moderate 
evidence of convergent validity of the ethical prevention regulatory focus measure. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Measures 
The main study variables were measured using a combination of established and 
newly developed measures. A copy of each measure is included in Appendix I. Internal 
consistency reliability was assessed using Cronbach‘s alpha; coefficients of .70 or higher 
(Nunnally, 1978; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) indicate that the items in the scale are 
internally consistent with one another and that the scale is sufficiently reliable.  
Time 1 Measures - Employee 
Charismatic Ethical Leadership 
I adapted the charisma dimension of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 
(Bass & Avolio, 2000), 5x short version by incorporating the theme of ethics to measure 
charismatic ethical leadership. The charisma dimension includes measures of idealized 
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influence behavior, idealized influence attributed and inspirational motivation. With 
idealized influence, followers see their leader as ethical role models to emulate. With 
inspirational motivation, leaders inspire their followers by offering exciting value-driven 
visions (Bass & Avolio, 2000). Together they represent charismatic leadership. I 
modified the 12 items by emphasizing leadership behavior in relation to ethics to measure 
charismatic ethical leadership as defined in this study. Sample charismatic ethical 
leadership items include ―My boss talks about important ethical values and beliefs.‖ and 
―My boss articulates a compelling reason for doing business ethically.‖ Participants 
responded using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (I cannot remember him/her ever using 
this behavior) to 5 (He/she uses this behavior very often). The internal consistency 
reliability was acceptable (α = .95). 
Ethical Leadership 
Ethical leadership behavior was assessed using the 10-item Ethical Leadership 
Scale developed by Brown and colleagues (2005). Sample ethical leadership items 
include ―My supervisor has the best interests of employees in mind.‖ and ―Makes fair and 
balanced decisions.‖ Participants responded using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (I 
cannot remember him/her ever using this behavior) to 5 (He/she uses this behavior very 
often). The internal consistency reliability was acceptable (α = .90).  
Chronic Regulatory Focus 
Chronic promotion and prevention focus items were assessed with the Lockwood, 
Jordan, and Kunda (2002) measure. Examples include the following: ―I see myself as 
someone who is primarily striving to become the self I ―ought‖ to be—to fulfill my 
duties, responsibilities, and obligations.‖ (prevention) and ―In general, I am focused on 
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achieving positive outcomes when completing tasks‖ (promotion). Each factor contains 9 
items. Participants responded using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 
5 (strongly agree). An acceptable internal consistency reliability was found for both the 
chronic promotion focus (α = .88) and chronic prevention focus (α = .90) measures. 
Control variables 
I controlled for variables that may bias the proposed relationships using criteria 
recommended by Becker (2005). Prior research suggests that certain demographic 
variables, such as age, gender, and work experience influence employee citizenship 
behavior (see Brief & Motowidlo, 1986) and deviance behavior (see Berry et al., 2007). 
In addition, research indicates that younger males tend to commit more deviant behavior 
(Hollinger & Clark, 1983), and those with more years employed tended to exhibit more 
ethical responses (Kidwell, Stevens, & Bethke, 1987). As a result, I controlled for age, 
gender, and years of working full-time. Further, I controlled for years of experience with 
the supervisor, because research suggests that tenure with the supervisor influences 
reactions to the supervisor (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1996).  
Further, desirable responding may introduce a source of bias into the data 
(Ganster, Hennessey & Luthans, 1983). Social desirability refers to ―the need for social 
approval and acceptable and appropriate behaviors‖ (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; 109). 
Individuals high in social desirability tend to present themselves in a favorable light, 
regardless of the truth, therefore it may hide the true relationship between variables 
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Podsakoff and colleagues (2003) also 
listed social desirability as one of the issues of CMV. As such, social desirability was 
included as a control variable. I used Reynolds‘s (1982) short version of the Marlowe–
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Crowne Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960), which has been found in recent research (e.g., 
Loo & Thorpe, 2000; Youssef & Luthans, 2007) to be even more valid and reliable than 
the original long version. Sample items include ―I sometimes feel resentful when I don‘t 
get my way.‖ and ―I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable‖. The 
internal consistency reliability was acceptable (α = .80). 
In addition, negative and positive affectivity are enduring trait characteristics that 
may bias the responses (Burke, Brief & George, 1993). Burke and colleagues note that 
―self-reports of negative features of the work situation and negative affective reactions 
may both be influenced by negative affectivity, whereas self-reports of positive aspects of 
the work situation and positive affective reactions may both be influenced by positive 
affectivity‖ (Burke et al., 1993, p. 410). As such, positive affect (PA) and negative affect 
(NA) have been suggested to be one of the causes of CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2003). In 
addition, PA and NA may also contribute to promotion and prevention foci respectively 
(Kark & van Dijk, 2007). As such, I controlled dispositional PA and NA. I used Watson, 
Clark, and Tellegen‘s (1988) 10 items to measure PA, and 10 items to measure NA. 
Acceptable internal consistency reliabilities were found across PA (α = .88) and NA (α = 
.92). 
Time 1 Measures – Supervisor  
 
Ethics-Related Behavior 
This project is one of the very first to conceptually distinguish different types of 
ethics-related behavior. Rooted in classic perspectives and recent developments in moral 
philosophy, this project developed a two category ethical behavior typology including 
virtuous-ethical behavior and unethical behavior. The judgment criteria of what behaviors 
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fall into each of the categories is essentially based on the distinction between moral ideals 
and moral oughts as proposed recently in virtue ethics and deontological ethics 
perspectives (see Gert, 2004, on moral ideals, Heyd, 1982, on moral supererogation, and 
Pincoffs, 1986, and on non-mandatory virtues). More specifically, moral ideals provide 
the guidance to evaluate virtuous-ethical behavior, moral oughts are the foundation to 
judge unethical behavior.  
Virtuous-Ethical behavior  
Moral ideals refer to morality beyond the call of duty, including helping behavior, 
charitable giving, volunteering, and acts of benevolence, altruism, selflessness, and 
forgivingness (Heyd, 1982; Pincoffs, 1986; Treviño & Weaver, 2003). Some protestant 
ethics traits, such as industriousness, self-reliance and hard work, are also deemed moral 
ideals (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009). A review of the organizational ethics literature 
reveals that some of the established measures are more refined accounts of virtuous-
ethical behavior. Examples include whistle-blowing (e.g., Treviño et al., 1998; Treviño & 
Victor, 1992; Treviño et al., 1999) and the altruism dimension of OCB (including 
volunteering and extra-role helping behavior) (Organ, 1988). This project therefore 
attempts to capture virtuous-ethical behavior using two measures: whistle-blowing and 
altruism.  
Whistle-Blowing Behavior. Near and Miceli (1985) defined whistle-blowing as 
"the disclosure of perceived wrongdoing by organization members to parties who may be 
able to halt it." This typically includes reporting organizational or supervisor wrongdoing 
to organizational or government authorities (Near, 1989), and peer reporting observed 
organizational member misconduct to organizational authorities. Whistle-blowing 
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behavior is a particularly difficult and risky behavior because it is normally perceived as 
against group cohesiveness and trust and therefore is disliked and unacceptable by groups 
(Greenberger, Miceli, & Cohen, 1987). Meanwhile, whistle-blowing is seen as highly 
ethical (Treviño & Victor, 1992). When whistle-blowing brings benefits to other parties 
but not to the self, it can be considered as a heroic act. As such, whistle-blowing which 
benefits others is a kind of virtuous-ethical behavior. A number of prior studies also 
focused on whistle-blowing as a form of ethical behavior (e.g., Brown et al., 2005; 
Stansbury & Victor, 2009; Treviño & Victor, 1992; Treviño et al., 1999). Prior studies 
have commonly adapted whistle-blowing scales and obtained self-reports only. To 
measure supervisor ratings of employees‘ whistle-blowing behavior, I modified Brown 
and colleagues‘ (2005) group focused willingness to report problems to manager rating 
scale and added one item. The modified items read as: ―Discussed ethics concerns with 
you or other managers.‖ and ―Reported unethical behaviors in the organization to you or 
other managers.‖ The newly added item reads as: ―Reported observed organizational 
transgressions to appropriate external channels.‖ Supervisors responded using a 7-point 
frequency scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (daily). The internal consistency reliability 
was acceptable (α = .86).  
Whistle-Blowing Intention. In addition, I also collected data measuring 
supervisor-rated and employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention because (1) 
unethical behaviors are low-base rate and employees may have not observed any; and (2) 
whistle-blowing behavior is often done anonymously due to fear of retaliation (see 
Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005). I adopted Near, Rehg, Van Scotter & Miceli‘s 
(2004) approach to measure whistle-blowing intention. For supervisor-rated measure, I 
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listed 17 wrongdoings in organizations and asked supervisors to rate how likely it is that 
the employee would report each of the wrongdoings to them, other company official, or 
some external channels. Supervisors responded using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 
1 (very unlikely) to 5 (very likely). The internal consistency reliability was acceptable (α 
= .99). 
Altruistic Behavior. A second scale to assess virtuous-ethical behavior is the 
altruism dimension of the OCB (Organ, 1988). Altruism is defined as ―the gift of money, 
time, or some other commodity or service contributing to the economic well being of 
another without obligation and without the expectation that some future benefit is 
dependent on the present action‖ (Kennett, 1980). Altruism is a form of moral ideal 
(Heyd, 1982; Pincoffs, 1986), and altruistic behaviors are considered beyond the call of 
duty (Treviño & Weaver, 2003). The altruism dimension of OCB includes volunteering 
and extra-role helping behavior (Organ, 1988). Organ defined altruism as ―voluntary 
actions that help another person with a work problem‖ (Organ, 1988: 96). Altruism is 
beyond one‘s call of duty and is oriented to benefit another party. Additionally altruism 
involves some cost to the self (i.e., time, resources, etc). Because it is a form of extra-role 
behavior, failing to perform altruism is not considered blameworthy. As such, altruistic 
behavior belongs to the broader categories of virtuous-ethical behavior. I adopted the 
scale measuring altruism from Podsakoff, Ahearne, & Mackenzie (1997). Sample items 
from the scale include: ―Volunteer to help coworkers if they fall behind in their work.‖ 
and ―Willingly give of his/her time to help members who have work-related problems‖. 
Supervisors responded using a 7-point frequency scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 
(daily). The internal consistency reliability was acceptable (α = .94). 
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Unethical Behavior 
Prior studies have assessed unethical behavior using two common approaches: (i) 
survey asking respondents to rate the extent to which they have engaged in or observed a 
list of items on unethical behaviors (e.g., Akaah, 1992; Kaptein, 2008; Newstrom & 
Ruch, 1975; Treviño et al., 1998); and (ii) laboratory experiments or simulations (of 
hypothetic scenarios) in which participants were asked to report what they think or would 
do (e.g., Deter et al., 2008; Treviño & Youngblood, 1990). The current study uses both 
self-report and supervisor report measures of unethical-related behaviors. This study 
intended to assess a broad range of unethical behavior, therefore, I included interpersonal 
and organizational deviance scales (Bennett & Robinson, 2000), and the concealment of 
errors items adopted from Akaah‘s (1992) unethical behavior measure. 
Supervisors were asked to rate their employee‘s engagement in interpersonal 
deviance and organizational deviance using Bennett and Robinson‘s (2000) measures and 
engagement in concealment of errors behavior using Akaah‘s (1992) measure. 
Supervisors responded using a 7-point frequency scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 
(daily). Internal consistency reliability estimates include: interpersonal deviance (α = 
.96), organizational deviance (α = .97), and concealment of errors (α = .93). 
Time 2 Measures – Employee 
Ethical Regulatory Foci 
Ethical promotion focus and ethical prevention focus were measured using the 12-
item measure designed specifically for this study. An acceptable internal consistency 
reliability was found for both the ethical promotion focus scale (α = .90) and the ethical 
prevention focus scale (α = .86). 
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Ethics-Related Behavior  
I assessed employee self-reported whistle-blowing intentions by asking 
employees to rate how likely it is that he/she would report each of 17 wrongdoings to 
his/her immediate supervisor, other company official, or some external channels. 
Participants responded using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 
(very likely). The internal consistency reliability was acceptable (α = .99). 
I also asked employees to rate their own behavior using the same scale as the 
supervisor-rated whistle-blowing behavior by changing ‗you or other managers‘ to ‗your 
immediate supervisor or other appropriate organizational authorities.‘ The internal 
consistency reliability was acceptable (α = .92). 
In addition, employees were asked to self-rate their engagement in interpersonal 
deviance and organizational deviance using Bennett and Robinson‘s (2000) measures and 
engagement in concealment of errors behavior using Akaah‘s (1992) measure. 
Employees responded using a 7-point scale 1 = Never to 7 = Daily. Internal consistency 
reliability estimates include: interpersonal deviance (α = .93), organizational deviance (α 
= .95), and concealment of errors (α = .94). 
Hypothesis Testing 
The current study proposed a mediated moderating model that hypothesized a 
number of relationships between study variables. Hierarchical multiple regression 
analyses were conducted to test hypothesized relationships.  
Hypotheses 1a and 2. Hypotheses 1a and 2 predicted a positive relation between 
ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership and ethical promotion focus, 
respectively. To test this relationship, one hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. 
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The control variables (employee gender, age, years working full-time, years working with 
the supervisor, social desirability, negative affect, and positive affect) were entered at 
Step 1, followed by ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2. The 
significance of the regression coefficients for both leadership styles and the significance 
level of the change in R
2
 were examined to test Hypotheses 1a and 2.  
Hypothesis 1b. Hypotheses 1b predicted a positive relation between ethical 
leadership and ethical prevention focus. To test this relationship, one hierarchical 
regression analysis was conducted. Ethical leadership was entered at Step 2, one step 
after the control variables. The regression coefficient for ethical leadership and the 
significance level of the change in R
2
 were examined to test Hypotheses 1b.  
Hypotheses 3a and 3b. Hypotheses 3a and 3b predicted that chronic promotion 
focus moderates the positive relationships between ethical leadership and charismatic 
ethical leadership and ethical promotion focus, respectively, such that the relationships 
would be stronger for individuals who are high in chronic promotion focus. In order to 
test this relationship, the independent (two forms of leadership) and moderating variables 
(chronic promotion focus) were centered by subtracting the mean from each variable. 
Next, interaction terms were created by multiplying each of the leadership by chronic 
promotion focus. Chronic promotion focus was then entered at Step 3, followed by the 
interaction terms at Step 4. A significant beta coefficient for the interaction term was 
followed up with a plot of the interaction to test Hypotheses 3a and 3b. 
Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 4 predicted that chronic prevention focus moderates the 
positive relationship between ethical leadership and ethical prevention focus, such that 
the relationship would be stronger for individuals who are high in chronic prevention 
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focus. In order to test this relationship, the independent (ethical leadership) and 
moderating variables (chronic prevention focus) were centered by subtracting the mean 
from each variable. Next interaction term was created by multiplying leadership by 
chronic prevention focus. Chronic prevention focus was then entered at Step 3, followed 
by the interaction term at Step 4. A significant beta coefficient for the interaction term 
was followed up with a plot of the interaction to test Hypothesis 4. 
Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 5 predicted a positive relation between ethical 
promotion focus and virtuous-ethical behavior. To test this relationship, five hierarchical 
regression analyses were conducted – three for supervisor-rated employee virtuous-
ethical behavior, including whistle-blowing intention, engagement in whistle-blowing 
behavior, and engagement in altruistic behavior, and two for employee self-reported 
virtuous-ethical behavior, including whistle-blowing intention, and engagement in 
whistle-blowing behavior. In all analyses, ethical promotion focus was entered at Step 2, 
one step after the control variables. The regression coefficient for ethical promotion focus 
and the significance level of the change in R
2
 were examined to test Hypothesis 5.  
Hypothesis 6. Hypothesis 6 predicted a negative relation between ethical 
prevention focus and unethical behavior. To test this relationship, six hierarchical 
regression analyses were conducted – three for supervisor-rated employee unethical 
behavior, including interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance, and concealment of 
errors behavior, and three for employee self-reported unethical behavior, including 
interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance, and concealment of errors behavior. In 
all analyses, ethical prevention focus was entered at Step 2, one step after the control 
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variables. The regression coefficient for ethical prevention focus and the significance 
level of the change in R
2
 were examined to test Hypothesis 6. 
Hypothesis 7a. Hypothesis 7a predicted that the effect of the ethical promotion 
focus on followers‘ virtuous-ethical behavior will be stronger when the followers are 
characterized by a chronic promotion focus than when the followers are characterized by 
a chronic prevention focus. In order to test this relationship, the independent (ethical 
promotion focus) and moderating variables (chronic promotion focus and chronic 
prevention focus) were centered by subtracting the mean from each variable. Next 
interaction terms were created by multiplying ethical promotion focus by chronic 
promotion focus, by multiplying ethical promotion focus by chronic prevention focus, by 
multiplying chronic promotion focus by chronic prevention focus, and by multiplying 
ethical promotion focus by chronic promotion focus and by chronic prevention focus. In 
step 3, chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus were entered into the same 
regression model of ethical promotion focus in predicting employee virtuous-ethical 
behavior. Ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical promotion focus x 
chronic prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus 
interaction terms were entered at Step 4, and ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion 
focus x chronic prevention focus interaction term was entered at Step 5. Significant three-
way interactions were plotted, and the patterns were observed to test Hypothesis 7a. 
Hypothesis 7b. Hypothesis 7b predicted that the effect of the ethical prevention 
focus on followers‘ unethical behavior will be stronger when the followers are 
characterized by a chronic prevention focus than when the followers are characterized by 
a chronic promotion focus. In order to test this relationship, the independent (ethical 
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prevention focus) and moderating variables (chronic prevention focus and chronic 
promotion focus) were centered by subtracting the mean from each variable. Next 
interaction terms were created by multiplying ethical prevention focus by chronic 
promotion focus, by multiplying ethical prevention focus by chronic prevention focus, by 
multiplying chronic promotion focus by chronic prevention focus, and by multiplying 
ethical prevention focus by chronic promotion focus and by chronic prevention focus. In 
step 3, chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus were entered into the same 
regression model of ethical prevention focus in predicting employee unethical behavior. 
Ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical prevention focus x chronic 
prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction 
terms were entered at Step 4, and ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus x 
chronic prevention focus interaction term was entered at Step 5. Significant three-way 
interactions were plotted, and the patterns were observed to test Hypothesis 7b. 
 
Hypotheses 8 & 10. Hypotheses 8 and 10 predicted that ethical promotion focus 
mediates the relationships between the two forms of ethics-based leadership and follower 
virtuous-ethical behavior, respectively. Following classic mediation literature (i.e., Baron 
& Kenny, 1986; Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger,1998), I first conducted five hierarchical 
regression analyses to test the relationships between ethical and charismatic ethical 
leadership and follower virtuous-ethical behavior – three for supervisor-rated employee 
virtuous-ethical behavior, including whistle-blowing intention, engagement in whistle-
blowing behavior, and engagement in altruistic behavior, and two for employee self-
reported virtuous-ethical behavior, including whistle-blowing intention, and engagement 
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in whistle-blowing behavior. In all analyses, ethical leadership and charismatic ethical 
leadership were entered at Step 2, one step after the control variables. The regression 
coefficients for ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership and the significance 
level of the change in R
2
 were examined. Next, ethical promotion focus was entered into 
the equation at a step (Step 2) after the control variables and before the leadership 
variables (Step 3). The regression coefficient for ethical promotion focus and the 
significance level of the change in R
2
 were examined. Then the regression coefficient for 
ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership and the significance level of the 
change in R
2
 were compared with the same results without adding ethical promotion 
focus at Step 2. When the reduction in effect size was significant, the mediation 
hypothesis was supported.  
Hypothesis 9. Hypothesis 9 predicted that ethical prevention focus mediates the 
relationship between ethical leadership and follower unethical behavior, respectively. To 
test this relationships, six hierarchical regression analyses were first conducted to test the 
relationship between ethical leadership and follower unethical behavior – three for 
supervisor-rated employee unethical behavior, including interpersonal deviance, 
organizational deviance, and concealment of errors behavior, and three for employee self-
reported unethical behavior, including interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance, 
and concealment of errors behavior. In all analyses, ethical leadership was entered at Step 
2, one step after the control variables. The regression coefficient for ethical leadership 
and the significance level of the change in R
2
 were examined. Next, ethical prevention 
focus was entered into the equation at a step (Step 2) after the control variables and 
before the ethical leadership (Step 3). The regression coefficient for ethical prevention 
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focus and the significance level of the change in R
2
 were examined. Then the regression 
coefficient for ethical leadership and the significance level of the change in R
2
 were 
compared with the same results without adding ethical prevention focus at Step 2. When 
the reduction in effect size was significant, the mediation hypothesis was supported. 
In addition, to test the moderated indirect effect, I followed Preacher, Rucker, & 
Hayes‘ (2007) procedures of testing conditional indirect effects. A conditional indirect 
effect covers mediated moderation and moderated mediation, and is defined as ―the 
magnitude of an indirect effect at a particular value of a moderator (or at particular values 
of more than one moderator)‖ (Preacher et al., 2007, p. 186). Recently, there are calls for 
methods that can precisely assess the presence, strength and significance of conditional 
indirect effects (e.g., Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005). In 
response to these callings, Preacher et al. (2007) put forward a procedure that offers the 
possibility to accurately test theoretical expectations about which path of the 
hypothesized mediation model will be moderated. The procedure includes four steps. The 
first two steps involve conventional regression analyses. The first step involves testing 
the relationship between the independent variable and the mediator. The mediator 
variable is regressed on the independent variable and the independent variable should be 
a significant predictor of the mediator variable. A multiple regression that predicts the 
dependent variable from the mediator, the moderator, the independent variable, and the 
interaction between the moderator and the mediator is conducted in the second step. The 
interaction effect should be statistically significant as well. The third and the fourth steps 
test the conditional indirect effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable 
by probing specific indirect effects of the independent variable on the dependent variable 
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at certain values of the moderator variable. Following Preacher et al.‘s (2007) 
recommendation, I operationalized high and low levels of the moderators (i.e., chronic 
regulatory foci) as one standard deviation above and below their mean scores. The test 
conducted in the third step assumes normality of sampling distribution, and the test 
conducted in the fourth step is nonparametric and relies on a bootstrapping procedure.  
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Chapter 5 Results 
 This chapter presents the results of the hypothesis tests. First, I conducted 
confirmatory factor analyses to test the expected factor structure of the main study 
variables. Next, I present a zero-order correlation matrix of all model variables. Finally, I 
present the results of the hierarchical regression analyses testing the proposed hypotheses. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
Before testing each hypothesis, I conducted four sets of CFAs using LISREL 8.7 
to test the expected factor structure of the main study variables. I examined model fit 
using the chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic, the RMSEA, and the CFI. For CFI, values 
above .95 are considered excellent fit and values between .90 and .95 are considered 
good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). For RMSEA, values below .05 are considered excellent fit, 
values between .05 and .08 are considered good fit, and values between .08 and .10 are 
considered mediocre fit (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). 
First, I conducted a CFA on the leadership scales. Results indicated that the 
expected two-factor model (ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership) fit the 
data well (χ2 (208) = 494.87, p < .01, RMSEA = .09, CFI = .97). I compared the expected 
model to a one-factor model. Fit indices indicate the one-factor model fit the data poorly 
(χ2 (209) = 692.60, p < .01, RMSEA = .12, CFI = .96); the fit was substantially weaker 
than the two-factor model (Δχ2 (1) = 197.73, p < .01). 
Next, I conducted a CFA on the two sets of regulatory focus scales. Results 
indicated that the expected four-factor model (chronic promotion focus, chronic 
prevention focus, ethical promotion focus, and ethical prevention focus) fit the data well 
(χ2 (399) = 815.76, p < .01, RMSEA = .08, CFI = .95). I compared the expected model to 
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a two-factor model, loading chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus items 
on one latent factor and ethical promotion focus and ethical prevention focus items on 
one factor. Fit indices indicate the two-factor model fit the data poorly (χ2 (404) = 
2326.16, p < .01, RMSEA = .17, CFI = .86); the fit was substantially weaker than the 
four-factor model (Δχ2 (5) = 1277.36, p < .01). Next, I compared the expected model to a 
second two-factor model loading chronic promotion focus and ethical promotion focus 
items on one factor and chronic prevention focus and ethical prevention focus items on 
one factor. Fit indices indicate the second two-factor fit the data poorly (χ2 (404) = 
2093.12, p < .01, RMSEA = .16, CFI = .88); the fit was substantially weaker than the 
four-factor model (Δχ2 (5) = 1510.4, p < .01). In addition, I also compared the expected 
model to a one factor model, loading all regulatory focus items on one factor. Again fit 
indices indicate the one-factor model fit the data poorly (χ2 (405) = 2610.06, p < .01, 
RMSEA = .18, CFI = .85); the fit was substantially weaker than the four-factor model 
(Δχ2 (6) = 1794.30, p < .01).  
Then a CFA for all supervisor-rated dependent variables (DVs) in the present 
study was conducted. The ratio of sample size (162) to the number of items (49) was 
small, and a small ratio may cause the fit of the model to be unreliable (Hu & Bentler, 
1999). I therefore followed a technique described by Landis, Beal, and Tesluk (2000) to 
create item parcels for those supervisor-rated DVs that originally had more than 5 items, 
including employee whistle-blowing intention (17 items), OCB-altruism (7 items), 
interpersonal deviance (7 items) and organizational deviance (12 items). I combined the 
items according to their exploratory factor loadings. The highest factor loading items 
were combined with the lowest factor loading items by taking their averages. This 
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approach is common in the organizational behavior research when the ratio of 
participants to items is small (see Hui et al., 2004; Mathieu & Farr, 1991; Mathieu, 
Hofmann & Farr, 1993). Using this method, each construct was measured with three item 
parcel indicators.  
Results indicated that the expected six-factor model (including whistle-blowing 
intentions, whistle-blowing behavior, OCB-altruism, interpersonal deviance, 
organizational deviance, and concealment of errors) fit the data well (χ2 (120) = 214.90, p 
< .01, RMSEA = .07, CFI = .98). I compared the expected model to a five-factor model, 
loading interpersonal and organizational deviance indicators on one factor. Fit indices 
indicate the five-factor model fit the data poorly (χ2 (125) = 318.82, p < .01, RMSEA = 
.10, CFI = .97); the fit was substantially weaker than the six-factor model (Δχ2 (5) = 
103.92, p < .01). Next, I compared the expected model to a four-factor model, loading 
whistle-blowing intention and whistle-blowing behavior indicators on one factor and 
interpersonal deviance and organizational deviance indicators on one factor. Fit indices 
indicate the four-factor model fit the data poorly (χ2 (129) = 644.29, p < .01, RMSEA = 
.16, CFI = .91); the fit was substantially weaker than the six-factor model (Δχ2 (9) = 
429.39, p < .01). Then, I compared the expected model to a two-factor model loading 
whistle-blowing intention, whistle-blowing behavior and OCB-altruism indicators on one 
factor and interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance and concealment of errors 
behavior indicators on one factor. Fit indices indicate the two-factor model fit the data 
poorly (χ2 (134) = 1092.84, p < .01, RMSEA = .21, CFI = .83); the fit was substantially 
weaker than the six-factor model (Δχ2 (14) = 877.94, p < .01). 
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Finally, I conducted a CFA on the employee self-reported measures of virtuous-
ethical behavior and unethical behavior including whistle blowing intentions, whistle 
blowing behavior, interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance, and concealment of 
errors. I first followed the item combination technique described above to reduce item 
numbers for constructs that have more than 5 items. As a result, each construct was 
measured with three item parcel indicators.  
Results indicated that the expected five-factor model (including whistle-blowing 
intentions, whistle-blowing behavior, interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance, 
and concealment of errors) fit the data well (χ2 (80) = 186.27, p < .01, RMSEA = .09, CFI 
= .97). I compared the expected model to a three-factor model, loading whistle-blowing 
intention and whistle-blowing behavior indicators on one factor and interpersonal 
deviance and organizational deviance indicators on one factor. Fit indices indicate the 
three-factor model fit the data poorly (χ2 (87) = 373.60, p < .01, RMSEA = .14, CFI = 
.95); the fit was substantially weaker than the five-factor model (Δχ2 (7) = 187.33, p < 
.01). Next, I compared the expected model to a two-factor model loading whistle-blowing 
intention, whistle-blowing behavior indicators on one factor and interpersonal deviance, 
organizational deviance and unethical behavior indicators on one factor. Fit indices 
indicate the two-factor model fit the data poorly (χ2 (89) = 702.21, p < .01, RMSEA = 
.21, CFI = .86); the fit was substantially weaker than the five-factor model (Δχ2 (9) = 
515.94, p < .01). 
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Tests of Hypotheses 
 Table 3 summarizes the zero-order correlations among variables, and Table 4 
summarizes the supported and non-supported hypotheses. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 3 & 4 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Hypotheses 1a, 2, 3a & 3b. I first tested hypotheses regarding ethical promotion 
focus, including Hypotheses 1a and 2 which suggested that ethical leadership and 
charismatic ethical leadership respectively are positively related to ethical promotion 
focus, and Hypotheses 3a and 3b which suggested that chronic promotion focus 
moderates the leadership to ethical promotion focus relationships. In Step 1 of the 
regression model the block of control variables explained a large and significant amount 
of variance in ethical promotion focus (F(7, 154) = 16.12, R
2
 = .40, p < .01). Examination 
of the regression coefficients indicates that social desirability was positively related to 
ethical promotion focus (β = .23, p < .01), negative affect was negatively related to 
ethical promotion focus (β = -.17, p < .05), positive affect was positively related to ethical 
promotion focus (β = .47, p < .01), and employee years of working full time was 
positively related to ethical promotion focus (β = .16, p < .05). The addition of the 
leadership variables at Step 2 explained a moderate amount of incremental variance (F(9, 
152) = 22.68, ΔR2 = .15, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates 
that ethical leadership was positively related to ethical promotion focus (β = .20, p < .01), 
and charismatic ethical leadership was also positively related to ethical promotion focus 
(β = .30, p < .01). Therefore, Hypotheses 1a and 2 were supported.  
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I then entered chronic promotion focus at Step 3 of the same regression model. 
Chronic promotion focus also explained a moderate amount of additional incremental 
variance in ethical promotion focus (F(10, 151) = 28.38, ΔR2 = .08, p < .01; β = .41, p < 
.01). As discussed in the Hypothesis Testing section of Chapter 4, I created interaction 
terms with mean centered variables. I then added the ethical leadership x chronic 
promotion focus and the charismatic ethical leadership x chronic promotion focus 
interaction terms at Step 4. The block of interaction terms explained a small, but 
significant amount of incremental variance (F(12, 149) = 26.10, ΔR2 = .03, p < .01). 
However, a review of the regression coefficients indicated that neither the ethical 
leadership x chronic promotion focus interaction term ( = -.14, ns) nor the charismatic 
ethical leadership x chronic promotion focus interaction ( = -.04, ns) was statistically 
significant. Results are summarized in Table 5. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
In addition, to compare the effect sizes, I conducted two separated regressions. In 
the first regression, I entered ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control variables. The 
addition of ethical leadership explained a moderate amount of incremental variance (F(8, 
153) = 22.96, ΔR2 = .12, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates 
that ethical leadership was positively related to ethical promotion focus (β = .42, p < .01). 
I then entered charismatic ethical leadership at Step 3 of the same regression model. 
Charismatic ethical leadership explained a small amount of additional incremental 
variance in ethical promotion focus (F(9, 152) = 22.68, ΔR2 = .03, p < .01; β = .30, p < 
.01). In the second regression, I entered charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2 after the 
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control variables. The addition of charismatic ethical leadership explained a moderate 
amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 24.32, ΔR2 = .14, p < .01). Examination of 
the regression coefficients indicates that ethical leadership was positively related to 
ethical promotion focus (β = .45, p < .01). I then entered ethical leadership at Step 3 of 
the same regression model. Ethical leadership explained a small amount of additional 
incremental variance in ethical promotion focus (F(9, 152) = 22.68, ΔR2 = .01, p < .01; β 
= .20, p < .01). The results suggested that charismatic ethical leadership had a slightly 
higher impact on ethical promotion focus than ethical leadership.  
Next, I conducted separate analyses by entering ethical leadership x chronic 
promotion focus and charismatic ethical leadership x chronic promotion focus at Step 4 
in the regression one at a time. The block of ethical leadership x chronic promotion focus 
interaction term explained a small, but significant amount of incremental variance (F(11, 
150) = 28.60, ΔR2 = .02, p < .01). A review of the regression coefficients indicated that 
the ethical leadership x chronic promotion focus interaction term was negatively related 
to ethical promotion focus ( = -.18, p < .01). Also, the block of charismatic ethical 
leadership x chronic promotion focus interaction term explained a small, but significant 
amount of incremental variance (F(11, 150) = 28.08, ΔR2 = .02, p < .01). A review of the 
regression coefficients indicated that the charismatic ethical leadership x chronic 
promotion focus interaction term was negatively related to ethical promotion focus ( = -
.15, p < .01). Therefore, hypotheses 3a and 3b were partially supported.  
Next, I graphed the ethical leadership x chronic promotion focus interaction in 
relation to ethical promotion focus (see Figure 2) using 1 standard deviation above and 
below the mean as suggested by Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003). In addition, I 
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followed procedures suggested by Dawson and Richter (2006) to test for differences 
between slopes. Results indicate that there are higher levels of ethical promotion focus in 
general for individuals with a high chronic promtoion focus regardless of the level of 
ethical leadership. In addition, for employees who reported a low chronic promotion 
focus (i.e., 1 SD above the mean), the trend shows a significant positive relationship 
between ethical leadership and employee ethical promotion focus (simple slope test: t = 
3.34, p < .01). In contrast, for employees who reported a high chronic promotion focus 
(i.e., 1 SD below the mean), there is virtually no relationship between ethical leadership 
and employee ethical promotion focus (simple slope test: t = -0.26; ns).  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
I then graphed the charismatic ethical leadership x chronic promotion focus 
interaction in relation to ethical promotion focus (see Figure 3). Results indicate that for 
employees who reported a low chronic promotion focus, the trend shows a non-
significant positive relationship between charismatic ethical leadership and employee 
ethical promotion focus (simple slope test: t = 1.87, ns). In contrast, for employees who 
reported a high chronic promotion focus, there is virtually no relationship between 
charismatic ethical leadership and employee ethical promotion focus (simple slope test: t 
= -0.78; ns). 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Hypotheses 1b and 4. I then tested hypotheses regarding ethical prevention focus, 
including Hypothesis 1b which suggested that ethical leadership is positively related to 
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ethical prevention focus, and Hypothesis 4 which suggested that chronic prevention focus 
moderates the leadership to ethical prevention focus relationships. In Step 1 of the 
regression model the block of control variables explained a moderate and significant 
amount of variance in ethical prevention focus (F(7, 154) = 4.86, R
2
 =.18, p < .01). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that social desirability was positively 
related to ethical prevention focus (β = .24, p < .01), and positive affect was positively 
related to ethical prevention focus (β = .24, p < .01). The addition of ethical leadership at 
Step 2 explained a small and significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 
5.42, ΔR2 = .04, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical 
leadership was positively related to ethical prevention focus (β = .24, p < .01). Therefore 
Hypothesis 1b was supported. 
I then entered chronic prevention focus into the same regression model. Chronic 
prevention focus explained a moderate amount of additional incremental variance in 
ethical prevention focus (F(9, 152) = 8.04, ΔR2 = .10, p < .01). Examination of the 
regression coefficients indicates that chronic prevention focus was positively related to 
ethical prevention focus (β = .39, p < .01). I then added the ethical leadership x chronic 
prevention focus interaction term at Step 4. The block of interaction term did not explain 
any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 7.20, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Therefore Hypothesis 4 was 
not supported. Results are summarized in Table 5. 
Hypotheses 5 and 7a. I then tested hypotheses regarding virtuous-ethical behavior, 
including Hypothesis 5 which suggested that ethical promotion focus is positively related 
to virtuous-ethical behavior, and Hypothesis 7a which suggested that chronic regulatory 
foci moderate the ethical promotion focus to virtuous-ethical behavior relationships. First, 
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I examined supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing intention. In Step 1 of the 
regression model the block of control variables explained a moderate and significant 
amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 5.47, R
2
 =.20, p < .01). Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that employee gender was positively related to supervisor-rated 
employee whistle-blowing intention (β = .29, p < .01) which suggested that supervisors 
rated female employees higher in whistle-blowing intention than male employees, 
employee age was positively related to supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing 
intention (β = .25, p < .01), and employee years working with the supervisor was 
negatively related to supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing intention (β = -.18, p < 
.05). The addition of ethical promotion focus at Step 2 did not explain any incremental 
variance (F(8, 153) = 4.83, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 6. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Next, I examined supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing behavior. In Step 1 
of the regression model the block of control variables explained a moderate and 
significant amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 4.37, R
2
 =.17, p < .01). Examination of the 
regression coefficients indicates that negative affect was positively related to supervisor-
rated employee whistle-blowing behavior (β = .30, p < .01), positive affect was positively 
related to supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing behavior (β = .19, p < .05). The 
addition of ethical promotion focus at Step 2 explained a small and significant amount of 
incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 4.58, ΔR2 = .03, p < .05). Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that ethical promotion focus was positively related to supervisor-
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rated employee whistle-blowing behavior (β = .22, p < .05). Results are summarized in 
Table 7. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
In addition, I examined supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior. In Step 1 of 
the regression model the block of control variables explained a moderate and significant 
amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 6.53, R
2
 =.19, p < .01). Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that positive affect was positively related to supervisor-rated 
employee altruistic behavior (β = .36, p < .01). The addition of ethical promotion focus at 
Step 2 explained a moderate and significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 
9.82, ΔR2 = .11, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical 
promotion focus was positively related to supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior 
(β = .44, p < .01). Results are summarized in Table 8. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
I also tested the above relationships with employee self-reported whistle-blowing 
intention and behavior. First, I examined employee self-reported whistle-blowing 
intention. In Step 1 of the regression model the block of control variables explained a 
moderate and significant amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 3.05, R
2
 =.12, p < .01). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that positive affect was positively 
related to employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention (β = .18, p < .05), employee 
gender was positively related to employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention (β = 
.21, p < .05) which suggested that female employees reported higher whistle-blowing 
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intentions than male employees, and employee years working with the supervisor was 
negatively related to employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention (β = -.24, p < .01). 
The addition of ethical promotion focus at Step 2 explained a small and significant 
amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 3.26, ΔR2 = .02, p < .05). Examination of the 
regression coefficients indicates that ethical promotion focus was positively related to 
employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention (β = .20, p < .05). Results are 
summarized in Table 9. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Next, I examined employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior. In Step 1 of 
the regression model the block of control variables explained a moderate and significant 
amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 6.43, R
2
 =.23, p < .01). Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that negative affect was positively related to employee self-reported 
whistle-blowing behavior (β = .22, p < .01), positive affect was positively related to 
employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior (β = .29, p < .01), employee gender was 
negatively related to employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior (β = -.27, p < .01) 
which suggested that female employees reported lower engagement in whistle-blowing 
behaviors than male employees, and employee years working full-time was positively 
related to employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior (β = .17, p < .05). The 
addition of ethical promotion focus at Step 2 explained a small and non-significant 
amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 5.85, ΔR2 = .01, ns). Results are summarized 
in Table 10. In summary, Hypothesis 5 was generally supported. 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 10 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Hypothesis 7a suggested that chronic regulatory foci moderate the ethical 
promotion focus to virtuous-ethical behavior relationships such that the effect of the 
ethical promotion focus on followers‘ virtuous-ethical behavior will be stronger when the 
followers are characterized by a chronic promotion focus than when the followers are 
characterized by a chronic prevention focus. To test this hypothesis, I examined the three-
way interaction (ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention 
focus) for each virtuous-ethical behavior. I then plot the significant interactions. 
First, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical promotion focus in predicting supervisor-rated whistle-
blowing intention. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion and prevention focus 
explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 4.33, 
ΔR2 =.02, ns). I then added the ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical 
promotion focus x chronic prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic 
prevention focus interaction terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 
explained a small and significant amount of incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 4.37, ΔR2 
= .05, p < .05). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that none of the 
interaction terms was related to supervisor-rated whistle-blowing intention. Finally, I 
entered the ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus 
interaction term at Step 5. The addition of interaction at Step 5 explained a small and 
non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(14, 147) = 4.10, ΔR2 = .01, ns). 
Results are summarized in Table 6. 
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Next, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical promotion focus in predicting supervisor-rated whistle-
blowing behavior. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion and prevention focus did 
not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 3.75, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then added the 
ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical promotion focus x chronic 
prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction 
terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 explained a small and non-
significant amount of incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 3.06, ΔR2 = .01, ns). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that none of the interaction terms 
was related to supervisor-rated whistle-blowing behavior. Finally, I entered the ethical 
promotion focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction term at 
Step 5. The addition of interaction at Step 5 did not explain any incremental variance 
(F(14, 147) = 2.83, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 7. 
Similarly, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical promotion focus in predicting supervisor-rated altruistic 
behavior. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion and prevention focus did not 
explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 7.78, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then added the 
ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical promotion focus x chronic 
prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction 
terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 explained a small and non-
significant amount of incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 6.16, ΔR2 = .01, ns). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that none of the interaction terms 
was related to supervisor-rated altruistic behavior. Finally, I entered the ethical promotion 
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focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction term at Step 5. 
The addition of interaction at Step 5 did not explain any incremental variance (F(14, 147) 
= 5.76, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 8. 
I then entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical promotion focus in predicting employee self-reported 
whistle-blowing intention. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion and prevention 
focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 2.68, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then 
added the ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical promotion focus x 
chronic prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus 
interaction terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 explained a small and 
significant amount of incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 2.78, ΔR2 = .05, p < .05). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical promotion focus x 
chronic promotion focus interaction term was significantly related to employee self-
reported whistle-blowing intention (β = -.26, p < .01). Finally, I entered the ethical 
promotion focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction term at 
Step 5. The addition of interaction at Step 5 did not explain any incremental variance 
(F(14, 147) = 2.59, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 9.  
Similarly, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical promotion focus in predicting employee self-reported 
whistle-blowing behavior. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion and prevention 
focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 4.64, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then 
added the ethical promotion focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical promotion focus x 
chronic prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus 
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interaction terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 explained a small and 
non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 3.97, ΔR2 = .02, ns). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that none of the interaction terms was related to employee self-
reported whistle-blowing behavior. Finally, I entered the ethical promotion focus x 
chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction term at Step 5. The 
addition of interaction at Step 5 did not explain any incremental variance (F(14, 147) = 
3.68, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 10. Therefore, Hypothesis 7a was 
not supported. 
Hypotheses 6 and 7b. I then tested hypotheses regarding unethical behavior, 
including Hypothesis 6 which suggested that ethical prevention focus is negatively 
related to unethical behavior, and Hypothesis 7b which suggested that chronic regulatory 
foci moderate the ethical prevention focus to unethical behavior relationship. First, I 
examined supervisor-rated employee interpersonal deviance. In Step 1 of the regression 
model the block of control variables explained a moderate and significant amount of 
variance (F(7, 154) = 9.95, R
2
 =.31, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients 
indicates that negative affect was positively related to supervisor-rated employee 
interpersonal deviance (β = .37, p < .01), and employee gender was negatively related to 
supervisor-rated employee interpersonal deviance (β = -.30, p < .01) which indicated that 
supervisors rated female employees engaging in acts of interpersonal deviance less 
frequently than male employees. The addition of ethical prevention focus at Step 2 
explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 9.27, 
ΔR2 = .02, ns). Results are summarized in Table 11.  
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INSERT TABLE 11 ABOUT HERE 
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Next, I examined supervisor-rated employee organizational deviance. In Step 1 of 
the regression model the block of control variables explained a large and significant 
amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 11.42, R
2
 =.34, p < .01). Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that negative affect was positively related to supervisor-rated 
employee organizational deviance (β = .36, p < .01), employee gender was negatively 
related to supervisor-rated employee organizational deviance (β = -.27, p < .01) which 
suggested that supervisors rated female employees less frequent in the engagement of 
organizational deviance than male employees, and employee years working with the 
supervisor was positively related to supervisor-rated employee organizational deviance (β 
= .14, p < .05). The addition of ethical prevention focus at Step 2 explained a small and 
significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 10.72, ΔR2 = .02, p < .05). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical prevention focus was 
negatively related to supervisor-rated employee organizational deviance (β = -.15, p < 
.05). Results are summarized in Table 12. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 12 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
In addition, I examined supervisor-rated employee concealment of errors 
behavior. In Step 1 of the regression model the block of control variables explained a 
large and significant amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 12.16, R
2
 =.33, p < .01). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that negative affect was positively 
related to supervisor-rated employee concealment of errors behavior (β = .38, p < .01), 
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employee gender was negatively related to supervisor-rated employee concealment of 
errors behavior (β = -.26, p < .01) which suggested that supervisors rated female 
employees less frequent in the engagement of concealment of errors behavior than male 
employees, and employee years working with the supervisor was positively related to 
supervisor-rated employee concealment of errors behavior (β = .17, p < .05). The addition 
of ethical prevention focus at Step 2 explained a small and non-significant amount of 
incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 10.96, ΔR2 = .01, ns). Results are summarized in Table 
13. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 13 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
I also tested the above relationships with employee self-reported unethical 
behavior. First, I examined employee self-reported interpersonal deviance. In Step 1 of 
the regression model the block of control variables explained a moderate and significant 
amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 10.61, R
2
 =.30, p < .01). Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that negative affect was positively related to employee self-reported 
interpersonal deviance (β = .33, p < .01), and employee gender was negatively related to 
employee self-reported interpersonal deviance (β = -.26, p < .01) which suggested that 
female employees reported lower frequency of engaging in organizational deviance than 
male employees. The addition of ethical prevention focus at Step 2 explained a small and 
significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 10.00, ΔR2 = .02, p < .05). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical prevention focus was 
negatively related to employee self-reported interpersonal deviance (β = -.15, p < .05). 
Results are summarized in Table 14. 
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Next, I examined employee self-reported organizational deviance. In Step 1 of the 
regression model the block of control variables explained a large and significant amount 
of variance (F(7, 154) = 8.71, R
2
 =.25, p < .01). Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that social desirability is negatively related to employee self-
reported organizational deviance (β = -.18, p < .05), negative affect was positively related 
to employee self-reported organizational deviance (β = .27, p < .01), employee gender 
was negatively related to employee self-reported organizational deviance (β = -.16, p < 
.05) which suggested that female employees reported lower frequency of engaging in 
organizational deviance than male employees, and employee years working with the 
supervisor was positively related to employee self-reported organizational deviance (β = 
.15, p < .05). The addition of ethical prevention focus at Step 2 explained a small and 
significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 8.76, ΔR2 = .03, p < .01). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical prevention focus was 
negatively related to employee self-reported organizational deviance (β = -.19, p < .01). 
Results are summarized in Table 15. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 15 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
In addition, I examined employee self-reported concealment of errors behavior. In 
Step 1 of the regression model the block of control variables explained a moderate and 
significant amount of variance (F(7, 154) = 12.51, R
2
 =.33, p < .01). Examination of the 
regression coefficients indicates that negative affect was positively related to employee 
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self-reported concealment of errors behavior (β = .40, p < .01), employee gender was 
negatively related to employee self-reported concealment of errors behavior (β = -.16, p < 
.05) which suggested that female employees reported lower frequency of engaging in 
concealment of errors behavior than male employees, employee age was negatively 
related to employee self-reported concealment of errors behavior (β = -.18, p < .05) 
which suggested that older employees reported lower frequency of engaging in 
concealment of errors behavior than younger employees, and employee years working 
with the supervisor was positively related to employee self-reported concealment of 
errors behavior (β = .21, p < .01). The addition of ethical prevention focus at Step 2 
explained a small and significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 12.76, ΔR2 
= .04, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical 
prevention focus was negatively related to employee self-reported concealment of errors 
behavior (β = -.22, p < .01). Results are summarized in Table 16. In summary, 
Hypothesis 6 was generally supported.  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Hypothesis 7b suggested that chronic regulatory foci moderate the ethical 
prevention focus to unethical behavior relationships such that the effect of the ethical 
prevention focus on followers‘ unethical behavior will be stronger when the followers are 
characterized by a chronic prevention focus than when the followers are characterized by 
a chronic promotion focus. Similar to Hypothesis 7a, I examined the three-way 
interaction (ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention 
focus) for each unethical behavior. I then plot the significant interactions. 
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First, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical prevention focus in predicting supervisor-rated 
employee interpersonal deviance behavior. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion 
and prevention focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 7.45, ΔR2 
=.00, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical 
prevention focus x chronic prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic 
prevention focus interaction terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 did not 
explain any incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 5.61, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Finally, I entered the 
ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction 
term at Step 5. The addition of interaction at Step 5 did not explain any incremental 
variance (F(14, 147) = 5.23, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 11. 
Next, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical prevention focus in predicting supervisor-rated 
employee organizational deviance behavior. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion 
and prevention focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 8.54, ΔR2 
=.00, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical 
prevention focus x chronic prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic 
prevention focus interaction terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 
explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 6.54, 
ΔR2 = .01, ns). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that none of the 
interaction terms was related to supervisor-rated employee organizational deviance 
behavior. Finally, I entered the ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus x 
chronic prevention focus interaction term at Step 5. The addition of interaction at Step 5 
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did not explain any incremental variance (F(14, 147) = 6.06, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are 
summarized in Table 12. 
Similarly, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical prevention focus in predicting supervisor-rated 
employee concealment of errors behavior. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion 
and prevention focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 8.73, ΔR2 
=.00, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical 
prevention focus x chronic prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic 
prevention focus interaction terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 did not 
explain any incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 6.60, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Finally, I entered the 
ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction 
term at Step 5. The addition of interaction at Step 5 did not explain any incremental 
variance (F(14, 147) = 6.14, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 13. 
Turning to employee self-reported unethical behavior, I entered chronic 
promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the same regression model of ethical 
prevention focus in predicting employee self-reported interpersonal deviance behavior. In 
Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion and prevention focus did not explain any 
incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 8.04, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then added the ethical 
prevention focus x chronic promotion focus, ethical prevention focus x chronic 
prevention focus, and chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction 
terms at Step 4. The addition of interactions at Step 4 explained a small and non-
significant amount of incremental variance (F(13, 148) = 6.29, ΔR2 = .01, ns). 
Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that none of the interaction terms 
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was related to employee self-reported interpersonal deviance behavior. Finally, I entered 
the ethical prevention focus x chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus 
interaction term at Step 5. The addition of interaction at Step 5 did not explain any 
incremental variance (F(14, 147) = 5.80, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 
14. 
Next, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical prevention focus in predicting employee self-reported 
organizational deviance behavior. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion and 
prevention focus explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance 
(F(10, 151) = 7.43, ΔR2 =.02, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x chronic 
promotion focus, ethical prevention focus x chronic prevention focus, and chronic 
promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction terms at Step 4. The addition of 
interactions at Step 4 explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(13, 148) = 6.19, ΔR2 = .02, ns). Examination of the regression coefficients 
indicates that the interaction term between ethical prevention focus and chronic 
promotion focus was negatively related to employee self-reported organizational 
deviance behavior (β = -.15, p < .05). Finally, I entered the ethical prevention focus x 
chronic promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction term at Step 5. The 
addition of interaction at Step 5 explained a small and non-significant amount of 
incremental variance (F(14, 147) = 5.86, ΔR2 = .01, ns). Results are summarized in Table 
15. 
Similarly, I entered chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus into the 
same regression model of ethical prevention focus in predicting employee self-reported 
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concealment of errors behavior. In Step 3, the addition of chronic promotion and 
prevention focus explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance 
(F(10, 151) = 10.61, ΔR2 =.01, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x chronic 
promotion focus, ethical prevention focus x chronic prevention focus, and chronic 
promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction terms at Step 4. The addition of 
interactions at Step 4 explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(13, 148) = 8.59, ΔR2 = .02, ns). Examination of the regression coefficients 
indicates that none of the interaction terms was related to employee self-reported 
concealment of errors behavior. Finally, I entered the ethical prevention focus x chronic 
promotion focus x chronic prevention focus interaction term at Step 5. The addition of 
interaction at Step 5 did not explain any incremental variance (F(14, 147) = 7.95, ΔR2 = 
.00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 16. In summary, Hypothesis 7b was not 
supported. 
Hypotheses 8 and 10. I then tested hypotheses regarding virtuous-ethical 
behavior, including Hypothesis 8 which suggested that ethical promotion focus mediates 
the relationship between ethical leadership and follower virtuous-ethical behavior, and 
Hypothesis 10 which suggested that ethical promotion focus mediates the relationship 
between charismatic ethical leadership and follower virtuous-ethical behavior. First, I 
examined ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership in relation to supervisor-
rated employee whistle-blowing intention. The addition of ethical leadership and 
charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control variables did not explain any 
incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 4.29, ΔR2 = .00, ns). As the main effect was non-
significant, the mediation model was not supported. Results are summarized in Table 17. 
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Next, I examined supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing behavior. The 
addition of ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control 
variables explained a small and significant amount of incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 
4.18, ΔR2 = .03, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical 
leadership was not related to supervisor-rated whistle-blowing behavior (β = -.23, ns), 
and charismatic ethical leadership was positively related to supervisor-rated employee 
whistle-blowing behavior (β = .32, p < .05). To test the mediation hypothesis, I then 
entered ethical promotion focus into the same regression model. In Step 3, the addition of 
ethical promotion focus explained a small and significant amount of incremental variance 
(F(10, 151) = 4.25, ΔR2 =.02, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients 
indicates that ethical promotion focus was positively related to supervisor-rated employee 
whistle-blowing behavior (β = .32, p < .05), the effect size of charismatic ethical 
leadership reduced to non-significant (β = .26, ns). Results are summarized in Table 17. 
In addition, I entered ethical promotion focus into the equation at a step after the 
control variables and before the leadership variables. The effect of ethical promotion 
focus on supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing behavior was significant (β = .21, p 
< .01). I then entered ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership at Step 3. The 
addition of ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership at Step 3 explained a 
small and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 4.25, ΔR2 = .03, 
ns). The reduction in effect size of charismatic ethical leadership in relation to supervisor-
rated employee whistle-blowing behavior was significant, with the ΔR2 dropping from 
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.033 to .027 (p < .05). Thus the criteria for mediation outlined by Kenny, Kashy, and 
Bolger (1998) were satisfied. Specifically, the results suggest that ethical promotion 
focus fully mediated the positive relationship between charismatic ethical leadership and 
supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing behavior.  
Next, I examined supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior. The addition of 
ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control variables 
explained a small-to-moderate and significant amount of incremental variance (F(9, 152) 
= 7.28, ΔR2 = .07, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that 
ethical leadership was not related to supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior (β = 
.13, ns), and charismatic ethical leadership was not related to supervisor-rated employee 
altruistic behavior (β = .22, ns). Results are summarized in Table 17. 
I then tested the two types of leadership in separate regressions. First, I tested 
ethical leadership in relation to supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior. The 
addition of ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control variables explained a small to 
moderate and significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 7.69, ΔR2 = .06, p 
< .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical leadership was 
positively related to supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior (β = .29, p < .01). I 
then entered ethical promotion focus into the same regression model. In Step 3, the 
addition of ethical promotion focus explained a small to moderate and significant amount 
of incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 9.06, ΔR2 =.06, p < .01). Examination of the 
regression coefficients indicates that ethical promotion focus was positively related to 
supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior (β = .37, p < .01), and the effect size of 
ethical leadership reduced to non-significant (β = .13, ns).  
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Next, I entered ethical promotion focus into the equation at a step after the control 
variables and before the ethical leadership. The effect of ethical promotion focus on 
supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior was significant (β = .44, p < .01). I then 
entered ethical leadership at Step 3. The addition of ethical leadership at Step 3 explained 
a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 9.06, ΔR2 = .01, 
ns). The reduction of effect size of leadership in relation to supervisor-rated employee 
altruistic behavior was significant, with the ΔR2 dropping from .06 to .01 (p < 0.01). In 
addition, the effect of ethical leadership was no longer significant (β = .13, ns); whereas 
the effect of the putative mediator variable (i.e., ethical promotion focus) was significant 
(β = .37, p < .01). Thus the criteria for mediation outlined by Kenny et al. (1998) were 
satisfied, and results supported a full mediation model. 
Next, I tested charismatic ethical leadership in relation to supervisor-rated 
employee altruistic behavior. The addition of charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2 
after the control variables explained a small to moderate and significant amount of 
incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 8.03, ΔR2 = .07, p < .01). Examination of the regression 
coefficients indicates that charismatic ethical leadership was positively related to 
supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior (β = .31, p < .01). I then entered ethical 
promotion focus into the same regression model. In Step 3, the addition of ethical 
promotion focus explained a small to moderate and significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(9, 152) = 9.16, ΔR2 =.06, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients 
indicates that ethical promotion focus was positively related to supervisor-rated employee 
altruistic behavior (β = .36, p < .01), and the effect size of charismatic ethical leadership 
reduced to non-significant (β = .15, ns).  
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Next, I entered ethical promotion focus into the equation at a step after the control 
variables and before the charismatic ethical leadership. The effect of ethical promotion 
focus on supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior was significant (β = .44, p < .01). I 
then entered charismatic ethical leadership at Step 3. The addition of charismatic ethical 
leadership at Step 3 explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(9, 152) = 9.16, ΔR2 = .01, ns). The reduction of effect size of leadership in 
relation to supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior was significant, with the ΔR2 
dropping from .07 to .01 (p < 0.01). In addition, the effect of charismatic ethical 
leadership was no longer significant (β = .15, ns); whereas the effect of the putative 
mediator variable (i.e., ethical promotion focus) was significant (β = .36, p < .01). Thus 
the criteria for mediation outlined by Kenny and colleagues (1998) were satisfied, and 
results supported a full mediation model. 
In addition, I examined employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention. The 
addition of ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control 
variables explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(9, 
152) = 2.62, ΔR2 = .01, ns). Ethical leadership was not related to employee self-reported 
whistle-blowing intention (β = .06, ns), neither was charismatic ethical leadership (β = 
.09, ns). As the main effect was non-significant, the mediation model was not supported. 
Results are summarized in Table 18. 
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Next, I examined employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior. The addition 
of ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control 
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variables explained a small and significant amount of incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 
6.27, ΔR2 = .05, p < .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that ethical 
leadership was negatively related to employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior (β 
= -.32, p < .01), and charismatic ethical leadership was positively related to employee 
self-reported whistle-blowing behavior (β = .37, p < .01). However, Hypothesis 5 results 
suggested that ethical promotion focus was not related to employee self-reported whistle-
blowing behavior. Therefore the mediating model was not supported. Results are 
summarized in Table 18. 
In summary, Hypothesis 8 which suggested that ethical promotion focus mediates 
the relationship between ethical leadership and follower virtuous-ethical behavior was 
generally not supported. Hypothesis 10 which suggested that ethical promotion focus 
mediates the relationship between charismatic ethical leadership and follower virtuous-
ethical behavior was partially supported.  
Hypothesis 9. I then tested Hypothesis 9 which suggested that ethical prevention 
focus mediates the relationship between ethical leadership and follower unethical 
behavior. I first tested ethical leadership in relation to supervisor-rated interpersonal 
deviance, organizational deviance and concealment of errors. First, I examined 
supervisor-rated interpersonal deviance. The addition of ethical leadership at Step 2 after 
the control variables explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(8, 153) = 8.94, ΔR2 = .01, ns). Next, I examined supervisor-rated 
organizational deviance. The addition of ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control 
variables explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(8, 
153) = 10.09, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Last, I examined supervisor-rated concealment of errors. 
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The addition of ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control variables did not explain any 
incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 10.57, ΔR2 = .00, ns). As the main effects were non-
significant, the mediation model was not supported. Results are summarized in Table 19. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Turning to employee self-reported unethical behavior, I first tested ethical 
leadership in relation to employee self-reported interpersonal deviance. The addition of 
ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control variables did not explain any incremental 
variance (F(8, 153) = 9.29, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Next, I examined employee self-reported 
organizational deviance. The addition of ethical leadership at Step 2 after the control 
variables did not explain any incremental variance (F(8, 153) = 7.58, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Last, 
I examined employee self-reported concealment of errors. The addition of ethical 
leadership at Step 2 after the control variables did not explain any incremental variance 
(F(8, 153) = 10.96, ΔR2 = .00, ns). As the main effects were non-significant, the 
mediation model was not supported. Results are summarized in Table 20. In summary, 
Hypothesis 9 was not supported.  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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In addition, I tested the moderated mediation relationships among the two forms 
of leadership (independent variable), chronic promotion focus (moderator), ethical 
promotion focus (mediator), and virtuous-ethical behavior (dependent variable) using the 
application developed by Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007). The procedure includes 
four steps. In Step 1, I examined the regression coefficients for the interaction between 
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ethical leadership and chronic promotion focus and the interaction between charismatic 
ethical leadership and chronic promotion focus in predicting ethical promotion focus (see 
results of Hypotheses 3a and 3b). The regression coefficients of the two interaction terms 
were significant. Therefore, the first step of the moderated mediation testing was met. In 
Step 2, I examined the regression coefficients for the interaction between ethical 
promotion focus and chronic promotion focus in predicting virtuous-ethical behavior (see 
results of Hypothesis 7a). The interaction term was significantly related to supervisor-
rated employee whistle-blowing intention, and employee self-rated whistle-blowing 
intention. I then used Preacher and colleagues‘ Model 5 to test the conditional indirect 
effects of ethical leadership at different levels of chronic promotion focus on the above 
two dependent variables, ethical promotion focus was incorporated into the regression 
equation.  
Ethical leadership and supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing intention. The 
findings showed that there is a region of non-significance (z = .41, ns) at a low chronic 
promotion focus (i.e., 1 standard deviation below the mean), non-significance at the mean 
(z = -.73, ns), and non-significance at high chronic promotion focus (i.e., 1 standard 
deviation above the mean) (z = -.45, ns) for the relationship between ethical leadership 
and supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing intention. Therefore, there is no evidence 
of a moderated mediation. 
Charismatic ethical leadership and supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing 
intention. The findings showed that there is a region of non-significance (z = 1.06, ns) at 
a low chronic promotion focus, non-significance at the mean (z = -.74, ns), and non-
significance at high chronic promotion focus (z = -.28, ns) for the relationship between 
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charismatic ethical leadership and supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing intention. 
Therefore, there is no evidence of a moderated mediation. 
Ethical leadership and employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention. The 
findings showed that there is a region of significance (z = 1.87, p < .05) at a low chronic 
promotion focus, non-significance at the mean (z = .62, ns), and non-significance at high 
chronic promotion focus (z = -.06, ns) for the relationship between ethical leadership and 
employee self-rated whistle-blowing intention. This is evidence of moderated mediation, 
such that ethical leadership has an indirect effect (through ethical promotion focus) on 
employee self-rated whistle-blowing intention only at lower levels of chronic promotion 
focus. 
Charismatic ethical leadership and employee self-reported whistle-blowing 
intention. The findings showed that there is a region of significance (z = 1.70, p < .05) at 
a low chronic promotion focus, non-significance at the mean (z = .56, ns), and non-
significance at high chronic promotion focus (z = -.11, ns) for the relationship between 
charismatic ethical leadership and employee self-rated whistle-blowing intention. This is 
evidence of moderated mediation, such that charismatic ethical leadership has an indirect 
effect (through ethical promotion focus) on employee self-rated whistle-blowing 
intention only at lower levels of chronic promotion focus. 
To test the moderated mediation relationship among ethical leadership 
(independent variable), chronic prevention focus (moderator), ethical prevention focus 
(mediator), and unethical behavior (dependent variable), I first examined the regression 
coefficients for the interaction between ethical leadership and chronic prevention focus in 
predicting ethical prevention focus (see Hypothesis 4 results). The regression coefficients 
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of the interaction term were significant. Next, I examined the regression coefficients for 
the interaction between ethical prevention focus and chronic prevention focus in 
predicting unethical behavior (see Hypothesis 7b results). The regression coefficients of 
the interaction term in predicting various supervisor-rated and employee self-reported 
unethical behavior were non-significant. Therefore, the second step of the moderated 
mediation testing was not met, and the moderated mediation model was not supported. 
Supplementary analyses 
Leadership Interactions 
I conducted exploratory, supplemental analyses to test the interactive effects 
between charismatic ethical leadership and (1) ethical leadership; and (2) contingent 
reward ethical leadership (CREL), and the interactive effects between ethical leadership 
and CREL, in relation to ethical promotion focus; and the interactive effects between 
ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership in relation to ethical prevention 
focus.  
I first tested the interactive effect between ethical leadership and charismatic 
ethical leadership in relation to ethical promotion focus. After the control variables at 
Step 1, ethical leadership at Step 2, and charismatic ethical leadership at Step 3, I added 
the ethical leadership x charismatic ethical leadership interaction term at Step 4. The 
block of interaction terms explained a small and significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(10, 151) = 21.95, ΔR2 = .02, p < .01). Results are summarized in Table 21. 
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Next, I graphed the ethical leadership x charismatic ethical leadership interaction 
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in relation to employee ethical promotion focus (see Figure 4). Results indicate that there 
is a generally higher level of ethical promotion focus for employees who rated their 
supervisor high on charismatic ethical leadership. In addition, for employees who rated 
their supervisors low in charismatic ethical leadership, there is a significant positive 
relationship between perceived ethical leadership and employee ethical promotion focus 
(simple slope test: t = 3.32, p < .01). In contrast, for employees who rated their 
supervisors high in charismatic ethical leadership, there is virtually no relationship 
between ethical leadership and employee ethical promotion focus (simple slope test: t 
= .72, ns).  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Contingent Reward Ethical Leadership 
Next, I tested the interactive effect between charismatic ethical leadership and 
CREL in relation to ethical promotion focus. To measure CREL, I adapted the contingent 
reward dimension of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 2000), 5x 
short version by incorporating the theme of ethics. The modified four items read as: My 
boss… ―provides others with assistance in exchange for meeting standards of ethical 
conduct.‖ ―discusses in specific terms what standards of ethical conduct need to be met.‖ 
―makes clear what consequences one can face when standards of ethical conduct are 
NOT met.‖ and ―expresses dissatisfaction when others fail to meet standards of ethical 
conduct.‖ Participants responded using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (I cannot 
remember him/her ever using this behavior) to 5 (He/she uses this behavior very often). 
The internal consistency reliability was acceptable (α = .80). 
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After the control variables, I added charismatic ethical leadership at Step 2. I then 
entered CREL at Step 3 of the same regression model. CREL did not explain any 
additional incremental variance in ethical promotion focus (F(9, 152) = 21.86, ΔR2 = .00, 
ns). I then added the charismatic ethical leadership x CREL interaction term at Step 4. 
The block of interaction term explained a small and significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(10, 151) = 20.62, ΔR2 = .02, p < .05). Results are summarized in Table 21. 
Next, I graphed the charismatic ethical leadership x CREL interaction in relation 
to employee ethical promotion focus (see Figure 16). Results indicate that there is a 
significant positive relationship between perceived charismatic ethical leadership and 
employee ethical promotion focus regardless the level of perceived CREL; however, the 
positive relationship is stronger for employees who rated their supervisors low in CREL 
(simple slope test: t = 5.27, p < .01) than those who rated their supervisors high in CREL 
(simple slope test: t = 2.58, p < .01).  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Similarly, I tested the interactive effect between ethical leadership and CREL in 
relation to ethical promotion focus. After the control variables, I added ethical leadership 
at Step 2. I then entered CREL at Step 3 of the same regression model. CREL did not 
explain any additional incremental variance in ethical promotion focus (F(9, 152) = 
20.49, ΔR2 = .00, ns). I then added the ethical leadership x CREL interaction term at Step 
4. The block of interaction term explained a small and significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(10, 151) = 19.42, ΔR2 = .01, p < .05). Results are summarized in Table 22. 
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Next, I graphed the ethical leadership x CREL interaction in relation to employee 
ethical promotion focus (see Figure 17). Results indicate that there is a significant 
positive relationship between perceived ethical leadership and employee ethical 
promotion focus regardless of the level of perceived CREL; however, the positive 
relationship is stronger for employees who rated their supervisors low in CREL (simple 
slope test: t = 4.66, p < .01) than those who rated their supervisors high in CREL (simple 
slope test: t = 2.35, p < .01).  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
In addition, I tested the interactive effect between ethical leadership and 
charismatic ethical leadership in relation to ethical prevention focus. After the control 
variables at Step 1 and the ethical leadership at Step 2, I entered charismatic ethical 
leadership at Step 3 of the same regression model. Charismatic ethical leadership 
explained a small and significant amount of additional incremental variance in ethical 
prevention focus (F(9, 152) = 5.77, ΔR2 = .04, p < .01; β = .33, p < .01). I then added the 
charismatic ethical leadership x ethical leadership interaction term at Step 4. The block of 
interaction term did not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 5.22, ΔR2 = .00, 
ns). Results are summarized in Table 22. 
Similarly, I tested the interactive effect between ethical leadership and CREL in 
relation to ethical prevention focus. After the control variables at Step 1 and the ethical 
leadership at Step 2, I entered CREL at Step 3 of the same regression model. CREL 
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explained a small and significant amount of additional incremental variance in ethical 
prevention focus (F(9, 152) = 5.26, ΔR2 = .02, p < .05; β = .21, p < .05). I then added the 
ethical leadership x CREL interaction term at Step 4. The block of interaction term 
explained a small but insignificant incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 4.94, ΔR2 = .01, 
ns). Results are summarized in Table 22. Results suggest that CREL did not moderate the 
relationship between ethical leadership and employee ethical prevention focus.  
 
Ethical Regulatory Focus Interactions 
I conducted exploratory, supplemental analyses to test the interactive effects 
between ethical promotion focus and ethical prevention focus in relations to all dependent 
variables.  
First, I tested the interactive effects between ethical promotion focus and ethical 
prevention focus in relation to virtuous-ethical behavior. First, I examined supervisor-
rated employee whistle-blowing intention. In the same regression of ethical promotion 
focus in relation to supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing intention, I entered ethical 
prevention focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the addition of ethical prevention focus explained a 
small and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 4.54, ΔR2 =.01, 
ns). I then added the ethical promotion focus x ethical prevention focus interaction term 
at Step 4. The addition of interaction at Step 4 explained a small and significant amount 
of incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 4.57, ΔR2 = .02, p < .01). Examination of the 
regression coefficients indicates that the interaction term was negatively related to 
supervisor-rated whistle-blowing intention (β = -.17, p < .05). Results are summarized in 
Table 23. 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 23 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Next, I graphed the ethical promotion focus x ethical prevention focus interaction 
in relation to supervisor-rated whistle-blowing intention (see Figure 7). Results indicate 
that for employees who reported a high ethical prevention focus, the trend shows a non-
significant negative relationship between ethical promotion focus and supervisor-rated 
whistle-blowing intention (simple slope test: t = -1.47, ns). In contrast, for employees 
who reported a low ethical prevention focus, there is a virtually no relationship between 
ethical promotion focus and supervisor-rated whistle-blowing intention (simple slope 
test: t = 0.57; ns).  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT FIGURE 7 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Next, I examined supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing behavior. In the 
same regression of ethical promotion focus in relation to supervisor-rated employee 
whistle-blowing behavior, I entered ethical prevention focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the 
addition of ethical prevention focus explained a small and non-significant amount of 
incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 4.48, ΔR2 =.02, ns). I then added the ethical promotion 
focus x ethical prevention focus interaction term at Step 4. The addition of interaction at 
Step 4 did not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 4.09, ΔR2 = .00, ns). 
Results are summarized in Table 23. 
In addition, I examined supervisor-rated employee altruistic behavior. In the same 
regression of ethical promotion focus in relation to supervisor-rated employee altruistic 
behavior, I entered ethical prevention focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the addition of ethical 
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prevention focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 8.83, ΔR2 =.00, 
ns). I then added the ethical promotion focus x ethical prevention focus interaction term 
at Step 4. The addition of the interaction term at Step 4 did not explain any incremental 
variance (F(10, 151) = 8.23, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 23. 
I also tested the above relationships with employee self-reported whistle-blowing 
intention and behavior. First, I examined employee self-reported whistle-blowing 
intention. In the same regression of ethical promotion focus in relation to employee self-
reported whistle-blowing intention, I entered ethical prevention focus at Step 3. In Step 3, 
the addition of ethical prevention focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(9, 
152) = 2.91, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then added the ethical promotion focus x ethical prevention 
focus interaction term at Step 4. The addition of the interaction term at Step 4 explained a 
moderate and significant amount of incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 4.57, ΔR2 = .08, p 
< .01). Examination of the regression coefficients indicates that the interaction term was 
negatively related to employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention (β = -.35, p < .01). 
Results are summarized in Table 24. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 24 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Next, I graphed the ethical promotion focus x ethical prevention focus interaction 
in relation to employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention (see Figure 8). Results 
indicate that for employees who reported a high ethical prevention focus, the trend shows 
a non-significant negative relationship between ethical promotion focus and employee 
self-reported whistle-blowing intention (simple slope test: t = -1.72, ns). In contrast, for 
employees who reported a low ethical prevention focus, the trend shows a non-significant 
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positive relationship between ethical promotion focus and employee self-reported 
whistle-blowing intention (simple slope test: t = 1.74, ns).  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT FIGURE 8 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Next, I examined employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior. In the same 
regression of ethical promotion focus in relation to employee self-reported whistle-
blowing behavior, I entered ethical prevention focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the addition of 
ethical prevention focus explained a small but non-significant amount of incremental 
variance (F(9, 152) = 5.42, ΔR2 =.01, ns). I then added the ethical promotion focus x 
ethical prevention focus interaction term at Step 4. The addition of the interaction term at 
Step 4 did not explain any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 4.97, ΔR2 = .00, ns). 
Results are summarized in Table 24. 
Next, I tested the interactive effects of ethical prevention focus and ethical 
promotion focus in predicting unethical behavior. First, I examined supervisor-rated 
employee interpersonal deviance. In the same regression of ethical prevention focus in 
relation to supervisor-rated employee interpersonal deviance, I entered ethical promotion 
focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the addition of ethical promotion focus did not explain any 
incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 8.19, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then added the ethical prevention 
focus x ethical promotion focus interaction term at Step 4. The addition of the interaction 
term at Step 4 explained a small and non-significant amount of incremental variance 
(F(10, 151) = 7.75, ΔR2 = .01, ns). Results are summarized in Table 25. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 25 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Next, I examined supervisor-rated employee organizational deviance. In the same 
regression of ethical prevention focus in relation to supervisor-rated employee 
organizational deviance, I entered ethical promotion focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the 
addition of ethical promotion focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 
9.50, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x ethical promotion focus 
interaction term at Step 4. The addition of the interaction term at Step 4 explained a small 
and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 9.03, ΔR2 = .01, ns). 
Results are summarized in Table 25. 
Next, I examined supervisor-rated employee concealment of errors behavior. In 
the same regression of ethical prevention focus in relation to supervisor-rated employee 
concealment of errors behavior, I entered ethical promotion focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the 
addition of ethical promotion focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 
10.11, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x ethical promotion focus 
interaction term at Step 4. The addition of the interaction term at Step 4 explained a small 
and non-significant amount of incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 9.24, ΔR2 = .01, ns). 
Results are summarized in Table 25. 
Similarly, I tested the interactive effects of ethical prevention focus and ethical 
promotion focus in predicting employee self-reported unethical behavior. First, I 
examined employee self-reported interpersonal deviance. In the same regression of 
ethical prevention focus in relation to employee self-reported interpersonal deviance, I 
entered ethical promotion focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the addition of ethical promotion 
focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 8.83, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then 
added the ethical prevention focus x ethical promotion focus interaction term at Step 4. 
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The addition of the interaction term at Step did not explain any incremental variance 
(F(10, 151) = 8.22, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in Table 26. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
INSERT TABLE 26 ABOUT HERE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Next, I examined employee self-reported organizational deviance. In the same 
regression of ethical prevention focus in relation to employee self-reported organizational 
deviance, I entered ethical promotion focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the addition of ethical 
promotion focus explained a small and non-significant incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 
7.83, ΔR2 =.01, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x ethical promotion focus 
interaction term at Step 4. The addition of the interaction term at Step 4 did not explain 
any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 7.14, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in 
Table 26. 
Next, I examined employee self-reported concealment of errors behavior. In the 
same regression of ethical prevention focus in relation to employee self-reported 
concealment of errors behavior, I entered ethical promotion focus at Step 3. In Step 3, the 
addition of ethical promotion focus did not explain any incremental variance (F(9, 152) = 
11.38, ΔR2 =.00, ns). I then added the ethical prevention focus x ethical promotion focus 
interaction term at Step 4. The addition of the interaction term at Step 4 did not explain 
any incremental variance (F(10, 151) = 10.22, ΔR2 = .00, ns). Results are summarized in 
Table 26. 
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Chapter 6 Discussion 
 Chapter 6 discusses and integrates the major findings of the study. The chapter 
begins with an exploration into the results of the hypotheses, followed by a discussion of 
the theoretical and practical implications of the research. Next, the strengths and 
limitations of the study are addressed, and a discussion of areas for future research is 
presented. The chapter ends with a conclusion of the study.  
Discussion of Findings 
Ethics-Based Leadership  
Research has proposed that leadership is an important contextual factor that may 
influence employees‘ behavior through activating a situational regulatory focus 
(Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Kark & van Dijk, 2007; Lockwood et al., 2002). One 
purpose of the current study as noted in Chapter One is to investigate the direct and 
indirect influences of differentiated ethics-based leadership on employees‘ motivation to 
engage in virtuous-ethical behavior and unethical behavior.  
Consistent with my hypotheses, the results indicate that both charismatic ethical 
leadership and ethical leadership are related to employees‘ ethical promotion focus, and 
charismatic ethical leadership has a slightly stronger influence than ethical leadership 
(see Hypotheses 1a and 2 results). A somewhat surprising finding is that charismatic 
ethical leadership and ethical leadership both influence employees‘ ethical prevention 
focus. I did not propose a direct effect from charismatic ethical leadership to ethical 
prevention focus because there is no clear theoretical basis for the linkage between 
inspirational communications or positive role modeling and prevention focus. Perhaps 
this unexpected relationship can be explained by the nature of ethics-based leadership. As 
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I discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, a core character of ethics-based leadership is the role 
modeling of normatively appropriate conduct (Brown et al., 2005; Howell & Avolio, 
1994). While charismatic ethical leaders passionately communicate ethical ideals, they 
nevertheless obey moral ―oughts‖ and seek to avoid engaging in unethical behavior. This 
may send cues to followers that unethical behaviors are undesirable and ultimately 
activate their ethical prevention focus. Aristotle once noted: ―The spirit of morality is 
awakened in the individual only through the witness and conduct of a moral person‖ 
(Gini, 1998:29). This study provides evidence to support the importance of leaders‘ role 
modeling in shaping employees‘ motivational mindset.  
Conversely, evidence reveals that CREL is not related to ethical promotion focus, 
whereas it is positively related to ethical prevention focus. This finding is consistent with 
prior research on regulatory focus. It appears that transactional leadership behavior, 
which is characterized by management by expectation and contingent reinforcement, is 
unlikely to evoke a(n) (ethics-specific) promotion focus. In contrast, such behavior draws 
employees‘ attention on oughts, duties and losses, which in turn activates their prevention 
focus (Kark & van Dijk, 2007).  
An interesting finding is that the ethics-based leadership constructs interacted 
with each other (see Figures 15, 16, & 17) in predicting ethical promotion focus. Results 
suggest that in general charismatic ethical leadership is related to high levels of employee 
ethical promotion focus regardless of the level of ethical leadership. This finding is an 
important contribution to the leadership literature, as it is the very first study that 
examines the interactive effect between distinctive forms of ethics-based leadership. It 
appears that a leader who practices both ethical leadership and charismatic ethical 
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leadership, that is, a leader who role models ethical behavior, is considerate, moral 
manages his/her employees‘ ethical conduct through setting up ethics standards and 
disciplines, and possesses charisma (an extraordinary inspirational leadership ability that 
upholds follower values, loyalty, trust and willingness to engage in behaviors supporting 
the leaders‘ vision (House, 1999)) induces in his/her employees a high ethical promotion 
focus. Further, the presence of ethical leadership behavior is less critical in shaping 
employee ethical promotion focus when a leader is seen as exhibiting high charismatic 
ethical leadership; however, ethical leadership behaviors become important stimuli to 
activate employee ethical promotion focus when a leader exhibits low charismatic ethical 
leadership. 
In addition, charismatic ethical leadership or ethical leadership significantly 
increases employee ethical promotion focus regardless of the level of CREL; however, 
charismatic ethical leaders or ethical leaders have a stronger effect on ethical promotion 
focus for employees who perceive their leaders low in CREL than for employees who 
perceive their leaders high in CREL. It appears that in the low presence of leadership 
behaviors that involve explicit ethics rule setting and use reinforcement, charismatic 
ethical leadership behavior or ethical leadership behavior becomes even more important 
in evoking employee ethical promotion focus.  
Supporting my hypotheses, the findings indicate that charismatic ethical 
leadership is linked to some virtuous-ethical behaviors through employees‘ ethical 
promotion focus. Employees who work for a charismatic ethical leader are more likely to 
engage in supervisor-rated whistle-blowing behavior and supervisor-rated altruistic 
behavior than employees who do not work for a charismatic ethical leader. This 
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relationship is fully mediated by employees‘ ethical promotion focus. In addition, both 
charismatic ethical leadership and ethical leadership have a conditional indirect effect on 
employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention through employee ethical promotion 
focus. Specifically, for employees who have a low chronic promotion focus, charismatic 
ethical and ethical leadership have a positive relationship with employee self-reported 
whistle-blowing intention.  
Although findings of this study do not support my hypothesis that ethics-based 
leadership affects employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior through the 
activating of ethical promotion focus, charismatic ethical leadership has a significant 
positive relationship with employee self-reported whistle-blowing behavior. Perhaps 
while charismatic ethical leaders influence employees‘ ethical promotion focus by role 
modeling, inspirational communication, and vision sharing; they also increase 
employees‘ willingness to engage in whistle-blowing behavior through a social learning 
and social exchange process. In addition, perhaps some additional individual or 
situational factors, such as employees‘ ethical judgments and organizational climate, may 
influence the relationship. For example, if employees do not judge whistle-blowing 
behavior as virtuous-ethical behavior, despite being motivated to strive toward an 
ethically ideal self, they will not engage in more whistle-blowing behavior.  
The relationship between ethics-based leadership and unethical behavior is less 
clear. Ethical leadership is not related to any forms of unethical behavior. However, prior 
findings regarding ethical leadership and unethical behavior have been mixed (e.g., 
Detert et al., 2007; Mayer et al., 2009). For instance, Detert and colleagues (2007) found 
that ethical leadership was not related to counterproductive behavior as measured by food 
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loss. Evidence of leadership literature suggests that under most conditions, instead of a 
direct effect, leader characteristics and behaviors may influence employee behaviors 
indirectly through proximate decisions and outcomes (e.g., Carpenter, Geletkanycz, & 
Sanders, 2004).  
Ethical Regulatory Focus 
A second purpose of this study was to introduce and examine ethical promotion 
focus and prevention focus as motivational mechanisms that explain the ethics-based 
leadership-to-ethics-related behavior relationships. The proposed ethical regulatory foci 
are particularly important psychological mechanisms because they serve as motivational 
states that guide individuals‘ behavior to achieve moral ideals while avoid moral failures 
and thereby meeting moral oughts.  
Results indicate that ethical promotion focus serves as a powerful predictor of 
employee virtuous-ethical behavior. Ethical promotion focus is positively related to 
supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing behavior and altruistic behavior. These 
effects remain strong and significant after controlling for ethical prevention focus. In 
addition, ethical promotion focus is positively related to employee self-reported whistle-
blowing intention, but the effect becomes non-significant after controlling for ethical 
prevention focus. Supplementary analyses also reveal that ethical prevention focus is not 
related to virtuous-ethical behavior when both sets of ethical regulatory focus are 
included in the same regression. These relationships are evident even after controlling for 
leadership, dispositional affect, chronic regulatory focus, separating independent and 
dependent variables across time periods and collecting outcome variables rated by both 
supervisors and employees. 
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Similarly, ethical prevention focus serves as powerful predictors for employee 
unethical behavior. Ethical prevention focus is negatively related to all supervisor-rated 
and employee self-reported unethical behavior (except for supervisor-rated concealment 
of errors behavior), and such effects remain significant after controlling for ethical 
promotion focus. Supplementary analyses reveal that when both sets of ethical regulatory 
focus are included in the same regression, ethical promotion focus is not related to any 
unethical behavior.  
Together, these findings support the research on approach-avoidance and 
activation-inhibition dual system of self-regulation motivation (see Carver & Sheier, 
2008 for a review). The systems essentially differentiated from each other in their end-
states and action tendencies (Carver & Sheier, 1998; 2008; Higgins, 1997; 1998). The 
approach system involves a positive end-state and an approach motivation of moving 
toward the desired goal; whereas the avoidance system involves a negative end-state and 
an avoidance motivation of withdrawing from an undesired goal (Carver & Sheier, 1998; 
2008; Higgins, 1997; 1998). Findings of this study suggest that individuals possess an 
approach-avoidance dual motivation system to guide their ethics-related behaviors. An 
ethical promotion focus involves the eagerness to achieve one‘s ideal moral self, thus 
activating the tendency to engage in virtuous-ethical behavior. Conversely, an ethical 
prevention focus involves the eagerness to avoid failure in maintaining one‘s moral ought 
self, thus resulting in a behavioral tendency to avoid the engagement in unethical 
behavior.   
As discussed above, the evidence generally supported the role of ethical 
promotion focus serving as a mediating mechanism (either direct or conditional) linking 
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the relationship between ethics-based leadership and virtuous-ethical behaviors, including 
supervisor-rated employee whistle-blowing behavior and altruistic behavior and 
employee self-reported whistle-blowing intention). Conversely, the mediating role of 
ethical prevention focus is not evident as I found no relationship between ethical 
leadership and employees‘ engagement in unethical behavior.  
Contributing to the self-regulatory focus research, this study also examined the 
interactive effects between the two sets of regulatory focus in predicting behavioral 
outcomes. Specifically, the interaction pattern reveals that for employees high in ethical 
prevention focus, ethical promotion focus is negatively related to employee whistle-
blowing intention. This finding is intriguing yet not surprising, given that ethical 
prevention focus concerns meeting organizational norms and avoiding harming others. 
Chronic Regulatory Focus 
 Research has suggested that individuals‘ chronic regulatory focus moderates the 
leadership-to-situational regulatory focus relationship such that a regulatory focus fit 
strengthens the relationship (Higgins 2000; Shah et al., 1998). This study is one of the 
very first to test this proposition in a non-experimental field setting. I found two 
significant interactive effects out of three possible sets of leadership-to-situational 
regulatory focus relationships. Specifically, results indicate that employees who score 
high on chronic promotion focus also reported high ethical promotion focus, regardless of 
their perception of ethics-based leadership. In addition, for employees who are low in 
chronic promotion focus, ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership both have 
a positive relationship with employee ethical promotion focus. Perhaps individuals high 
in chronic promotion focus have a strong motivation for achievement, ideals and gains 
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(Higgins, 1997; 1998) which naturally produces a high context-specific promotion focus. 
For these individuals, situational facilitations, such as positive role models, become less 
necessary. However, promotion-oriented situational cues may play a critical role in 
evoking a situational promotion focus for individuals who lack dispositional promotion 
focus. It appears that individuals low in chronic promotion focus have less tendency to 
develop a high context-specific promotion focus, and for these individuals, leaders can 
increase their situational regulatory focus to a higher level by highlighting different 
aspects of their self concepts.  
In addition, prior research also proposes that chronic regulatory focus moderates 
the relationship between situational regulatory focus and behaviors (Kark & Van Dijk, 
2007; Shah et al., 1998). I examined the moderator effect by comparing the effects of 
chronic promotion focus and chronic prevention focus in terms of their influence on the 
ethical regulatory focus-to-ethics-based behavior relationships. Results suggest that high 
chronic promotion focus and high chronic prevention focus were not substantially 
different in the extent to which they affected the ethical regulatory focus-to-ethics-based 
behavior relationships. The results are somewhat inconsistent with suggestions of other 
authors that the effect of the situational regulatory focus on individuals‘ related outcomes 
will be stronger when the situational regulatory focus fit the individuals‘ chronic 
regulatory focus than when the situational regulatory focus does not fit the individuals‘ 
chronic regulatory focus (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007; Shah et al., 1998). However, this is the 
first non-experimental field study that examines the effect of the interaction between a 
situational-specific regulatory focus and a chronic regulatory focus. Few studies 
examined the relationship between a state regulatory focus and a chronic regulatory 
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focus. Using experiments, Shah and colleagues (1998) tested the relationship between a 
primed regulatory focus state and chronic regulatory focus. The authors primed 
situational regulatory focus by the framing of incentives. They found that chronic 
prevention is positively correlated with performance under prevention-evoked situations, 
and negatively correlated with performance under promotion-evoked situations (Shah et 
al., 1998).  A primed regulatory focus state is, however, fundamentally different from the 
situational-specific regulatory focus. Situational-specific regulatory focus is not as 
transient as a primed regulatory focus state; rather, it is jointly shaped by prevailing 
situational cues and dispositional differences over time and is stable given a stable 
external environment (Higgins, 1998; 2000). In addition, it has been argued that the 
influence of the interaction between trait-like individual differences and situational-
specific individual differences on behaviors over the course of repeated behavioral 
episodes is unclear (Chen, Gully, Whitman, & Kilcullen, 2000). This study contributes to 
our understanding of the interaction between trait-like and state-like individual 
differences. 
 
Theoretical Implications 
 The first contribution of this study related to the conceptualization and 
categorization of ethics-related behavior. Research has argued that ethical and unethical 
behavior may be discrete and factors may have different impact on each set of behavior 
(e.g., Treviño et al., 2006). Drawing upon moral philosophy literature concerning moral 
ideals and moral oughts, I proposed a two-level classification of ethics-related behavior: 
virtuous-ethical behavior and unethical behavior. Moral ideals are above and beyond 
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mandatory moral duties, and are morally good and praiseworthy to be performed while 
not blameworthy if not performed (Gert, 2004; Hey, 1982; Jacob, 1985; Schumaker, 
1972). Conversely, moral oughts include mandatory moral duties, and are blameworthy if 
performed. Evidence of this study provides support for the two categorical typology of 
ethics-related behavior. First, CFA results indicate that items loaded on their originated 
factors and each scale is distinct. Second, it appears that people‘s motivation to engage in 
virtuous-ethical behavior is distinct from their motivation to engage in unethical 
behavior.  
This conceptual typology has important implications for behavioral ethics, 
because it enables researchers to understand theoretical explanations and specific factors 
linking to each type of ethics-related behavior. Along with the proposed typology, I 
examined a motivational process model linking leadership variables to each set of 
behaviors. Results suggest that employees‘ motivation to engage in virtuous-ethical 
behavior is distinct from the motivation to avoid engaging in unethical behavior. The 
regulatory focus system guiding people to engage in virtuous-ethical behavior is an 
ethical promotion focus; whereas the regulatory focus system guiding people to avoid 
engaging in unethical behavior is an ethical prevention focus. It appears that a person can 
engage in ethical behavior without acting on the will derived from duty, which according 
to Kant (Kant, 1785/1964) is the only way of being ethical. Rather, an inclination toward 
achieving moral ideals, which subsume beliefs in non-mandatory virtuous characteristics 
such as generosity, benevolence, helpfulness, altruism, and kindness, motivates people to 
engage in behaviors that are morally upright and beyond their duties. On the other hand, 
the promotion inclination does not necessarily motivate one to avoid engaging in 
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unethical behavior. The ethical promotion focus is discretionary, credit-worthy and based 
more on a desire than a duty. The avoidance of unethical behavior requires a stricter and 
more rule-based guidance that focuses on negative outcomes.  
 The second theoretical contribution of the present study is to more broadly 
examine ethics-based leadership. Extending ethical leadership literature (Brown et al., 
2005; Treviño et al., 2003), I compared the influence processes and behavioral outcomes 
of ethical leadership with charismatic ethical leadership. This contributes to a better 
understanding of the origins and effectiveness of ethics-based leadership. Theory and 
research indicate that ethical leadership and charismatic and transformational leadership 
are distinct constructs (Brown et al., 2005; Treviño et al., 2003), although they overlap in 
their focus on leaders‘ ethical characteristics. Ethical leaders can be charismatic, and thus 
it is suitable for me to coin the term ―charismatic ethical leadership.‖ Charismatic ethical 
leaders and ethical leaders are caring, considerate, altruistic and trustworthy, and they 
make ethical decisions and role model ethical conducts. However, ethical leaders focus 
on moral management, a more transactional approach which holds followers accountable 
to ethical standards (Brown et al., 2005) whereas charismatic ethical leaders focus on 
inspiration, emotional arousal and value congruence to motivate followers‘ to act more 
ethically  (Howell & Avolio, 1992). Consistent with prior research, I found a high 
correlation between ethical leadership and charismatic ethical leadership. Beyond that, 
the findings of this study suggest that an augmentation effect (Bass & Avolio, 1993) also 
exists between charismatic ethical leadership and ethical leadership. The augmentation 
effect stipulates that transformational leadership complements transactional leadership 
and leverages it to generate positive follower outcomes (Bass, 1998; 1999). Results of 
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this study indicate that charismatic ethical leadership is more strongly related to ethical 
promotion motivation focus and ethical prevention motivation focus than ethical 
leadership. In addition, charismatic ethical leadership increases employees‘ engagement 
in a number of virtuous-ethical behaviors, whereas such positive outcomes are not 
evident outcomes of ethical leadership when charismatic ethical leadership is included in 
the analyses. Such findings suggest an augmentation effect (Bass, 1998) such that 
charismatic ethical leadership extends and amplifies ethical leadership. 
Another important finding is that charismatic ethical leadership interacts with 
ethical leadership in influencing employee ethical promotion focus. When a leader lacks 
charismatic ethical leadership behavior, he/she needs to engage in more ethical leadership 
behavior in order to induce a higher ethical promotion focus in his/her followers. 
Conversely, ethical leadership behaviors may be less important in evoking ethical 
promotion focus when the leader is high in charismatic ethical leadership. Further, ethical 
leadership behavior or charismatic ethical leadership behavior significantly increases 
employees‘ ethical promotion focus regardless of ethical contingent reward leadership 
behavior. While ethical contingent reward leadership positively influences followers‘ 
ethical prevention focus, this effect is not significant after controlling for charismatic 
ethical leadership or ethical leadership. The theory of transformational leadership argues 
that transactions are a foundation of effective leadership and are necessary to manage 
followers to meet basic standards and expectations (Bass, 1998). However, they do not 
stimulate followers‘ motivation to engage in extraordinary acts (Bass, 1998). Altogether, 
this study suggests that both charismatic ethical leadership and ethical leadership are 
effective in shaping followers‘ ethics-specific regulatory foci (both promotion focus and 
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prevention focus). Although when comparing ethical leadership and charismatic ethical 
leadership the findings suggest that the latter is slightly more influential, this is not a 
practical difference. However, moral management (or ethical contingent reward) 
leadership behavior alone is not as effective as ethical leadership or charismatic ethical 
leadership.  
A third contribution of this research is the development of a new measure of 
regulatory focus, ethical regulatory focus. The construct and the measure differ from 
Lockwood and colleagues‘ (2002) chronic or dispositional measure by capturing the 
psychological state of an employee with regard to ethical conducts at the workplace. I 
find this ethical regulatory focus measure has unique influences in comparison with one‘s 
chronic regulatory focus. Chronic regulatory focus is expected to influence the formation 
of ethical regulatory focus and thus their correlations are relatively high (see the 
correlation table). However, CFA results suggest that chronic promotion focus, chronic 
prevention focus, ethical promotion focus, and ethical prevention focus are distinctive 
constructs. In addition, for each of the dependent variables examined, ethical regulatory 
focus measures added variance above and beyond what the chronic measure of regulatory 
foci provided (see Tables 5 - 8). Further, ethical regulatory focus is also different than 
Workplace Regulatory Focus (Neubert et al., 2008; Wallace et al., 2008) in that it 
measures ethics-specific regulatory focus.  
First, this new sets of measure contribute to the growing body of theory and 
research on self-regulation and regulatory focus. Researchers have noted that our view of 
the ―self‖ is dynamic, changeable and multifaceted (Lord & Brown, 2004; Lord, Brown, 
& Feiberg, 1999). The concept of self arises from our social interactions, and is 
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categorized into distinct sets of self that are tied to different social contexts (see van 
Knippenberg et al., 2004). Salient situational cues, such as leadership, may facilitate the 
shaping of a particular set of self, and may activate the access of self-concept (e.g., Kark 
et al., 2003; Shamir et al., 1993). Individuals hold beliefs of possible selves, i.e., what we 
think we could potentially become (Markus & Nurius, 1986). Evidence of this study, 
together with evidence from prior research in workplace regulatory focus, suggest that 
people hold distinctive sets of possible selves, and have distinctive self-regulatory focus 
systems to guide each set of the possible selves. Both dispositional and situational factors 
influence the development of self-regulatory focus states, and salient situational cues 
activate a relevant self-regulatory focus state, which in turn affects people‘s behavior. 
This study focuses on ethics-related possible selves, and examines ethics-based 
leadership as a salient situational stimulus. Future studies should extend the findings to a 
broader set of situational stimuli and other aspects of possible selves.  
Second, research demonstrates that self-related concepts serve as powerful 
determinants of people‘s motivation and behavior (Markus & Wurf, 1987). A comparison 
between one‘s current self to one‘s possible selves may inspire substantial motivational 
effort (Lord et al., 1999). Results indicate that an ethical promotion focus is positively 
related to a number of virtuous-ethical behaviors; whereas an ethical prevention focus is 
negatively related to various unethical behaviors. Findings of this study support the utility 
of ethical regulatory focus as an ethical motivation mechanism that influences 
individuals‘ ethics-related behavior. 
Third, this study also extends Rest‘s (1986) four stages model of ethical decision 
making and contributes to behavioral ethics literature by indicating that people form 
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ethical motivations of becoming a future ethical self and such motivation guide people‘s 
current ethics-related behavior. Rest‘s model includes: ethical awareness, ethical 
judgments, ethical motivation, and ethical behavior (Rest, 1986; Rest et al., 1999). The 
ethical awareness and judgment stages are generally viewed as the cognitive stages, while 
ethical motivation can be both cognitive and affective. It has been argued, however, that 
moral awareness or judgment may not always lead to moral action (Trevino et al., 2006), 
and affective reactions may play a role in guiding moral behavior (Haidt, 2001; Haidt, 
Koller, & Dias, 1993). Kohlberg (1997) once insightfully stated that ―Affective forces are 
involved in moral decisions, but affect is neither moral nor immoral. When the affective 
arousal is channeled into moral directions, it is moral; when it is not so channeled, it is 
not.‖ (Kohlberg, 1971, pp. 230-231) This study proposed an ethical motivation 
mechanism that channels affect into people‘s cognitive assessment of the current moral 
self with a future reference self. Ethical promotion focus involves the pleasure-seeking 
motive of becoming one‘s morally ideal self; while ethical prevention focus involves the 
pain-avoidance motive of preventing failure of meeting one‘s morally ought self. Chasing 
happiness, people are motivated to engage in virtuous-ethical behaviors that reflect the 
ideal ethical self they would like to become. Conversely, avoiding painfulness, people are 
motivated to avoid the engagement in unethical behaviors that represent undesired end 
states.  
Fourth, evidence of this study contributes to the self-regulatory focus theory in 
that it found that the two unique sets of ethical regulatory focus interact with each other 
in predicting behaviors. Ethical prevention focus appeared to constraint the positive 
relationship between ethical promotion focus and supervisor-rated and employee self-
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reported whistle-blowing intention. Conversely, ethical promotion focus appears to 
enhance the negative relationship between ethical prevention focus and supervisor-rated 
interpersonal deviance and organizational deviance. This evidence indicates a joint 
motivational effect. Future studies should investigate possible interactive effects between 
a promotion focus and a prevention focus. 
 Fifth, this study has implications for literature on the dynamic relationship 
between trait-like and state-like individual differences (e.g., Chen et al., 2000; Kanfer, 
1990, 1992). Kanfer (1990, 1992) proposed that trait-like individual differences may 
influence performance indirectly through situational-specific individual differences. The 
self-regulatory focus literature has accorded follower chronic self-regulation focus an 
important moderator role (e.g., Shah et al., 1998). Attention to this moderator role is 
important to our understanding of situational regulatory focus because it relates to what 
are boundary conditions for the activation of a situational regulatory focus and the 
effectiveness of the situational focus. Results of this project suggest that trait-like 
regulatory focus strongly influences the development of situational regulatory focus; 
however, once shaped, situational regulatory focus overcomes chronic regulatory focus in 
affecting behaviors. The notion of follower chronic regulatory focus as a moderator of 
responses to leadership also sheds new light on our understanding of leadership 
effectiveness. Results suggest that ethics-based leadership facilitates individuals who are 
low in chronic promotion focus to develop a higher ethics-specific promotion focus. This 
is consistent with the enactment perspective, such that traits or chronic individual 
differences do not always determine specific motivation or action and they may be 
suppressed depending on situational demands (Epstein, 1979). Evidence of this study 
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clearly shows the integrative value of the self-regulatory focus framework.  
 
Practical Implications 
 The findings suggest that ethics-based leaders regardless of their communication 
and influence style induce in followers ethics-specific regulatory foci, which in turn 
promote their engagement in virtuous-ethical behavior while prevents their engagement 
in unethical behavior. Given the benefits of virtuous-ethical behavior (e.g., altruistic 
behavior creates a favorable work climate, increases coordination, and enhances 
individual and group productivity (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000)) 
and the costs of unethical behavior (e.g., reducing morale and carry hefty financial costs 
(Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Dunlop & Lee, 2004)), understanding factors influence 
virtuous ethical behavior and unethical behavior should be practically relevant.  
 First, this study demonstrates that distinct forms of moral regulatory focus are 
involved in guiding employees‘ virtuous-ethical and unethical behavior. The research 
findings have implications to organizations. It appears that to reduce unethical behavior, a 
mandatory, concrete and restricted system that emphasizes negative outcomes is 
effective. Many organizations have already implemented codes of conduct that heighten 
appropriate and inappropriate behaviors (Ethics Resource Center, 2007). However, the 
existence of codes of conduct does not reduce unethical behavior unless it is made salient 
by enforcements (see Kish-Gephart, Harrison, & Treviño, 2010). However, enforcement 
of codes of conduct may not be effective in increasing virtuous-ethical behaviors based 
on good deeds. Positive ethical role models, ethics-based leaders, in particular, may 
motivate employees‘ engagement in virtuous-ethical behavior through shaping a 
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regulatory focus on moral ideals. 
 Second, given that leadership can be developed, many organizations have already 
focused on the training of transformational leadership for its positive impact on follower 
performance and attitudes (Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Evidence from 
this study suggests that ethics-based leaders have positive impact on follower ethics-
related behavior – this should encourage organizations to foster this type of leadership in 
their managers. I suggest that the training content focus on leaders‘ role modeling of 
normative ethics and extraordinary ethics. In this way, leaders are likely to induce in 
followers an ethical promotion focus which increases virtuous-ethical behavior, and an 
ethical prevention focus which reduces unethical behavior.  
 
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions  
 There are several strengths in this study worth mentioning. First, this study 
simultaneously focuses on two forms of ethics-based leadership. This strategy enables the 
researcher to develop a more comprehensive model of the conditions under which 
specific leadership is likely to be most effective. Next, this study used an online research 
service company to collect the data. This practice enables the researcher to secure a 
diverse sample of full-time employees and to get access to their immediate supervisors.  
 This study also has several limitations that highlight opportunities for future 
research efforts. The first set of limitations pertains to the use of correlational research 
design. Cross-sectional survey data are not ideal for testing causality as some ambiguity 
may exist in the direction of the causal relationships. As such, caution should be used in 
drawing causal inferences from the study findings. Another potential weakness of cross-
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sectional survey design is common method variance (CMV) that may result in inflated 
relationships among variables. CMV is especially problematic when data are collected 
from a single source at one point in time (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, this study 
took several steps to minimize the potential of CMV. Specifically, I collected data from 
multiple sources, that is, I asked employees to rate their supervisors (independent 
variables (IVs)) while supervisors to rate employee behaviors (dependent variables 
(DVs)). Therefore, the relationships between IVs and supervisor-rated DVs are unlikely 
to be inflated. Further, I used a temporal separation of measurement by having a three-
week time lag between the measure of IVs and mediator variables and employee self-
reports of DVs. This approach mitigates the potential of CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
This study did not collect employee self-reported altruistic behavior because the literature 
has raised concerns about inflated relationships with self-report altruism (e.g., Organ & 
Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000). An advantage of collecting self-reported altruistic 
behavior is that it enables the researcher to compare the correlation of peer and 
supervisor-rated altruistic behavior with meta-analytic estimates ratings (i.e., ranging 
from .46 to .62 (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988)).  
 Second, the measure of supervisor-rated DVs was collected before the collection 
of employee-rated ethical regulatory focus and DVs. The relationship between the 
mediator and supervisor-rated DVs may be mitigated. In addition, as mediator variables 
and employee self-reported DVs were collected at the same time and from the same 
source, there is a potential for inflated relationships. However, the correlations between 
supervisor-rated and employee self-reported DVs indicate that there is a high rank-order 
agreement between supervisor-rated and employee self-reported unethical behaviors (r > 
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.60), and a moderate agreement between supervisor-rated and employee self-reported 
whistle-blowing intention and behavior (r > .30). Further, the percentages of variance in 
self-reports of DVs explained by the mediator variables were similar to those of 
supervisor-rates, and the number of hypotheses supported was approximately the same 
(see Tables 5 – 8). Therefore, the inflation biases were minimized. However, both 
leadership rating and employees‘ chronic regulatory focus measures were collected from 
the same source at the same time, and there is a potential that some interaction 
relationships are biased. Thus, to further determine the causality of the proposed 
relationships and the robustness of the pattern of findings, future research should test this 
process model using longitudinal surveys.  
 The third limitation involves the sample of participants. I recruited participants 
using the StudyResponse Project, which raises some concerns regarding the 
generalizability of the findings. It is unclear whether employed individuals who volunteer 
to be part of a subject pool represent the general population of employed individuals. For 
example, individuals who volunteer may engage in more virtuous-ethical behavior while 
less unethical behavior than the general population. Therefore, researchers should be 
cautious to apply the findings of this study to the general workforce. In addition, the use 
of a third-party service to contact potential participants limited the accuracy control of 
information provided by the respondents. However, this design allowed the researcher to 
get access to a diverse sample of full-time employees and their immediate supervisors 
across a broad range of industries, organizations, and job types. I also used an on-line 
survey design, which may promote the accuracy of information because it enabled 
participants to respond privately and anonymously. In addition, I controlled for social 
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desirability. Controlling for social desirability was important because it was correlated 
with most DVs. Nevertheless, future studies should extend the findings to a wider range 
of diverse sample.  
 Fourth, the study is based exclusively on the individual level of analysis, and the 
extent to which ethics-based leaders affect the collective ethical motivation of members 
of the work units they lead and how a collective ethical motivation affects individual‘s 
ethics-related behavior are unclear. Research has demonstrated that ethical leaders impact 
unit-level citizenship and deviance behaviors (Mayer et al., 2009). In addition, 
charismatic leaders have been proposed to have extraordinary capability to develop a 
shared vision for the collective (Bass, 1985). It is possible that ethics-based leaders may 
evoke a collective ethical regulatory focus in the unit-level by creating a possible 
collective self, and in turn, the collective ethical regulatory focus affects unit-level ethics-
related behavior. Research on self-regulation has also suggested that self and collective 
identities may interact in affecting the relationship between leadership and individual 
employee behavior (e.g., van Knippenberg & Ellemers, 2003). Multi-level research 
would broaden our understanding of the dynamics of different facets of the self-related 
concepts and is conducive to developing theory about the relationship between different 
aspects of the self-concepts in leadership effectiveness. As such, I encourage future 
research to conduct multi-level studies to examine the relationship between unit-level 
ethical regulatory focus and unit-level ethics-related behavior, and the interactive effect 
between unit- and individual level ethical regulatory focus in relation to individual level 
ethics-related behavior.  
Fifth, future research should also extend the findings by examining additional 
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situational and individual difference variables that might affect the leadership-to-ethical 
regulatory focus-to-behavioral outcomes relationships. I focused on dispositional 
regulatory focus in the current study. While chronic regulatory foci have been found to be 
useful dispositional boundaries in prior research (e.g., Shah et al., 1998), it is possible 
that other personality traits such as motivational traits (see Kanfer & Heggestad, 1997) be 
useful internal drivers of ethical regulatory focus and ethics-related behavior. Further, 
situational variables such as organizational climate, leader member exchange, group 
norms as well as other group processes (e.g., coordination, backup behavior) can interact 
with leadership in affecting employees‘ ethical regulatory focus and behavioral 
outcomes. Researchers should also evaluate the extent to which ethical promotion and 
prevention focus in conjunction with other self-concept variables, such as moral identity, 
mediate the influences of distal individual differences and situational variables on 
behavioral outcomes. Such research would ultimately expand our understanding of the 
nature of ethical regulatory focus, as well as how individual difference and situational 
factors influence various aspects of ethics-related behavior. 
Sixth, additional research is necessary to further assess the discriminant, 
convergent, and predictive validity of ethical regulatory focus scales with a wider range 
of samples and contexts. This study provides initial evidence of construct validity; 
however, scale validity is a continuous process. Perhaps future research should include 
other regulatory focus scales, such as the workplace regulatory focus scales, and 
additional antecedents, such as organizational climate and other leadership variables, that 
merit investigation.  
 Finally, although my decision criteria for including the leadership styles that I 
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studied were theory-driven, I encourage future researchers to explore additional ethics-
based leadership styles with respect to ethical regulatory focus. For example, authentic 
leadership draws upon positive psychology and indicates transparent and ethical 
leadership practices (Avolio et al., 2004), which may induce in employees an ethical 
promotion focus. Also research generally demonstrates that ―bad is stronger than good‖ 
(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001, p. 323). That is, people pay more 
attention to, more thoroughly process, and are more affected by negative information than 
positive information (Baumeister et al., 2001). Hence, it is possible that destructive 
leadership, such as abusive supervision, may have a particularly important and intriguing 
influence on individuals‘ ethical regulatory foci. Research has demonstrated that abusive 
supervision escalates employees‘ engagement in unethical behavior (e.g., Mitchell & 
Ambrose, 2007) while constrains their engagement in citizenship behavior (e.g., Aryee, et 
al., 2007). Maybe abusive supervision behavior depresses employees‘ ethical regulatory 
foci which in turn affect their ethics-related behavior. Future studies may apply the 
process model proposed here to the ―dark side‖ of leadership (Conger, 1990; Tepper, 
2000). In addition, future research could expand on these findings and Rest‘s (186) four 
stages model of behavioral ethics, by examining the relationship between ethical 
awareness, judgment and the ethical motivation as proposed here. 
 
Conclusion 
The continued focus on ethical conduct in organizations requires research that 
explains types of factors that motivate ethical behavior and reduces unethical behavior. 
Leadership plays an important role in shaping employees‘ motivation and behavior. This 
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study sheds light on a means by which ethics-based leadership influences followers‘ 
ethics-related behavior. How leaders behave, in explicit and noticeable ways as well as in 
small and perhaps less noticeable ways, can influence the motivation of employees and, 
in turn, important behavior in a work context. This motivation as measured by the Ethical 
Regulatory Focus Scale can be characterized as either prevention focused and attending 
to moral oughts, rules, regulations and loss avoidance, or promotion focused and 
attending to moral ideals, aspirations, and gains. As demonstrated here, the actions of 
immediate supervisors play a critical role in stimulating employees motivational 
tendencies associated with ethical regulatory focus. Specifically, leaders characterized by 
ethical leadership or charismatic ethical leadership help employees to develop an ethical 
promotion focus, which further motivates their engagement in virtuous-ethical behavior, 
while leaders practice charismatic ethical leadership help employees to develop an ethical 
prevention focus, which in turn is associated with unethical behavior. 
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Table 1  
All ethical regulatory focus items in Pilot Testing 
 Ethical promotion 
focus 
Ethical prevention 
focus 
 EFA factor loading  EFA factor 
loading 
 
1. I avoid harmful behaviors because I 
think about not breaking rules and 
regulations. 
.25  .73  
2. I behave according to my 
company‘s rules, regulations, and 
norms because they are mandatory. 
.25  .73  
3. I think that it is too risky to not 
follow the rules. 
.19  .80  
4. I avoid harming others because they 
may cause uncertainty. 
.03  .74  
5. I do everything I can to avoid going 
against my company‘s code of ethics 
and norms to avoid losses. 
.32  .73  
6. I am very careful to avoid exposing 
myself to the potential negative 
consequences of deviant behavior. 
.21  .75  
7. I take opportunities to maximize my 
goals of being a valuable member of 
the company. 
.76  .28  
8. If I had an opportunity to participate 
in something morally rewarding I 
would definitely take it. 
.84  .14  
9. I think that we should help others 
even when it is not mandatory. 
.79  .24  
10. I focus my attention on exceeding 
minimum requirements to do things 
beneficial to the company. 
.79  .20  
11. It is very important for me to 
improve myself to become a better 
person. 
.84  .16  
12. I have a clear picture of the kind of 
helpful person I aspire to be. 
.75  .23  
 
Note:  Items with underlined loadings were used to create the two ethical regulatory focus 
variables 
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Table 2  
Zero-Order Correlations between Ethical Regulatory Focus and Chronic Regulatory 
Focus in the Pilot Testing 
 
Comparison measure Ethical Promotion Focus Ethical Prevention Focus 
Chronic Promotion Focus  .66** .54** 
Chronic Prevention Focus .10 .53** 
Ethical Promotion Focus - .50** 
* p ≤ .05 (two-tailed). ** p ≤ .01 (two-tailed). N = 218. 
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Table 3 
Zero-order Correlations Among Variables, and Reliabilities 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. SD (.80)       
2. NA -.42 (.92)      
3. PA .33** -.04 (.88)     
4. Emp. Gender .20* -.15 .03     
5. Emp. Age .32** -.28** .19** .25**    
6. Emp. Full-time .22** -.28** .09 .28** .57**   
7. Emp. w. Sup. .06 -.01 .21** .10 .27** .34**  
8. EL .41** -.28** .41** .17* .18* .21** .18* 
9. CEL .36** -.16* .51** .08 .12 .04 .19* 
10. CPRMT .33** -.14 .48** .06 .01 .14 .11 
11. CPRVT -.36** .49** -.11 -.19** -.30** -.18* .05 
12. EPRMT .46** -.31** .54** .08 .22** .24** .09 
13. EPRVT .34** -.18* .31** .02 .11 .17* .03 
14. Sup. WBI .22** -.05 .05 .33** .26** .11 -.10 
15. Sup. WB -.13 .33** .16* -.19* -.10 -.13 .05 
16. Sup. OCBA .31** -.16* .42** .10 .23** .19** .09 
17. Sup. DI -.30** .45** -.02 -.36** -.19** -.15 .08 
18. Sup. DO -.35** .48** -.06 -.35** -.23** -.21** .08 
19. Sup. CR -.34** .49** -.03 -.35** -.26** -.20* .11 
20. Self WBI .07 -.04 .15* .22** .15 .10 -.13 
21. Self WB -.04 .23** .28** -.27** -.11 .00 .11 
22. Self DI -.37** .46** -.10 -.35** -.28** -.21** .03 
23. Self DO -.39** .40** -.16* -.25** -.29** -.17* .07 
24. Self CR -.35** .51** -.11 -.26** -.30** -.19* .13 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed). ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note. SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = 
Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = 
Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the 
Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; CEL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership; CPRMT = Chronic 
Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus; Sup. WBI = Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing 
Intention; Sup. WB= Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing Behavior; Sup. OCBA = 
Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational Citizenship Altruism; Sup. DI = Supervisor-Rated 
Employee Interpersonal Deviance; Sup. DO = Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational 
Deviance; Sup. CR= Supervisor-Rated Employee Concealment of Errors Behavior; Self WBI = 
Employee-Rated Whistle-blowing Intention; Self WB = Employee-Rated Whistle-blowing 
Behavior; Self DI= Employee-Rated Interpersonal Deviance; Self DO = Employee-Rated 
Organizational Deviance; Self CR= Employee-Rated Concealment of Errors. 
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Table 3 
Continued 
 
 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. SD        
2. NA        
3. PA        
4. Emp. Gender        
5. Emp. Age        
6. Emp. Full-time        
7. Emp. w. Sup.        
8. EL (.90)       
9. CEL .79** (.95)      
10. CPRMT .60** .67** (.88)     
11. CPRVT -.09 .00 .15* (.90)    
12. EPRMT .63** .64** .71** -.05 (.90)   
13. EPRVT .38** .42** .57** .16* .64** (.86)  
14. Sup. WBI .03 .03 -.06 -.25** .04 -.05 (.99) 
15. Sup. WB -.04 .13 .13 .16* .10 -.03 .14 
16. Sup. OCBA .44** .46** .40** -.05 .55** .40** .21** 
17. Sup. DI -.23** -.10 -.12 .27** -.21** -.20* -.03 
18. Sup. DO -.25** -.13 -.19* .24** -.24** -.24** -.02 
19. Sup. CR -.18* -.06 -.09 .26** -.16* -.19* -.09 
20. Self WBI .16* .15 .14 -.10 .22** .16* .31** 
21. Self WB .00 .19* .19* .16* .16* .18* -.16* 
22. Self DI -.24** -.16* -.12 .25** -.27** -.25** -.01 
23. Self DO -.20* -.14 -.10 .26** -.28** -.30** .02 
24. Self CR -.23** -.15 -.11 .23** -.28** -.31** -.05 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed). ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note. SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = 
Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = 
Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the 
Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; CEL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership; CPRMT = Chronic 
Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus; Sup. WBI = Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing 
Intention; Sup. WB= Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing Behavior; Sup. OCBA = 
Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational Citizenship Altruism; Sup. DI = Supervisor-Rated 
Employee Interpersonal Deviance; Sup. DO = Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational 
Deviance; Sup. CR= Supervisor-Rated Employee Concealment of Errors Behavior; Self WBI = 
Employee-Rated Whistle-blowing Intention; Self WB = Employee-Rated Whistle-blowing 
Behavior; Self DI= Employee-Rated Interpersonal Deviance; Self DO = Employee-Rated 
Organizational Deviance; Self CR= Employee-Rated Concealment of Errors. 
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Table 3 
Continued 
 
 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
1. SD        
2. NA        
3. PA        
4. Emp. Gender        
5. Emp. Age        
6. Emp. Full-time        
7. Emp. w. Sup.        
8. EL        
9. CEL        
10. CPRMT        
11. CPRVT        
12. EPRMT        
13. EPRVT        
14. Sup. WBI        
15. Sup. WB (.86)       
16. Sup. OCBA .32** (.94)      
17. Sup. DI .41** -.06 (.96)     
18. Sup. DO .43** -.06 .91** (.97)    
19. Sup. CR .46** -.07 .83** .90** (.93)   
20. Self WBI .01 .22** -.20* -.15* -.15* (.99)  
21. Self WB .47** .22** .33** .29** .39** -.07 (.92) 
22. Self DI .39** -.10 .71** .74** .70** -.07 .29** 
23. Self DO .32** -.10 .60** .68** .62** -.05 .21** 
24. Self CR .34** -.20* .64** .69** .72** -.17* .34** 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed). ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note. SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = 
Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = 
Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the 
Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; CEL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership; CPRMT = Chronic 
Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus; Sup. WBI = Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing 
Intention; Sup. WB= Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing Behavior; Sup. OCBA = 
Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational Citizenship Altruism; Sup. DI = Supervisor-Rated 
Employee Interpersonal Deviance; Sup. DO = Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational 
Deviance; Sup. CR= Supervisor-Rated Employee Concealment of Errors Behavior; Self WBI = 
Employee-Rated Whistle-blowing Intention; Self WB = Employee-Rated Whistle-blowing 
Behavior; Self DI= Employee-Rated Interpersonal Deviance; Self DO = Employee-Rated 
Organizational Deviance; Self CR= Employee-Rated Concealment of Errors. 
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Table 3 
Continued 
 
 22 23 24 
1. SD    
2. NA    
3. PA    
4. Emp. Gender    
5. Emp. Age    
6. Emp. Full-time    
7. Emp. w. Sup.    
8. EL    
9. CEL    
10. CPRMT    
11. CPRVT    
12. EPRMT    
13. EPRVT    
14. Sup. WBI    
15. Sup. WB    
16. Sup. OCBA    
17. Sup. DI    
18. Sup. DO    
19. Sup. CR    
20. Self WBI    
21. Self WB    
22. Self DI (.93)   
23. Self DO .88** (.95)  
24. Self CR .81** .80** (.94) 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed). ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note. SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = 
Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = 
Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the 
Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; CEL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership; CPRMT = Chronic 
Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus; Sup. WBI = Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing 
Intention; Sup. WB= Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing Behavior; Sup. OCBA = 
Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational Citizenship Altruism; Sup. DI = Supervisor-Rated 
Employee Interpersonal Deviance; Sup. DO = Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational 
Deviance; Sup. CR= Supervisor-Rated Employee Concealment of Errors Behavior; Self WBI = 
Employee-Rated Whistle-blowing Intention; Self WB = Employee-Rated Whistle-blowing 
Behavior; Self DI= Employee-Rated Interpersonal Deviance; Self DO = Employee-Rated 
Organizational Deviance; Self CR= Employee-Rated Concealment of Errors. 
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Table 4 
 
Summary of Supported and Non-Supported Hypotheses 
 
Hypothesis # Brief Descriptions Supported 
(S/GS/P/G
N/N) 
Hypothesis 1a Main effect: Ethical leadership and ethical promotion 
focus 
S 
Hypothesis 1b Main effect: Ethical leadership and ethical prevention 
focus 
S 
Hypothesis 2 Main effect: Charismatic ethical leadership and ethical 
promotion focus 
S 
Hypothesis 3a Moderator effect: Chronic promotion focus moderates 
the ethical leadership-to-ethical promotion focus 
relationship 
P 
Hypothesis 3b Moderator effect: Chronic promotion focus moderates 
the charismatic ethical leadership-to-ethical promotion 
focus relationship 
P 
Hypothesis 4 Moderator effect: Chronic prevention focus moderates 
the ethical leadership-to-ethical prevention focus 
relationship 
N 
Hypothesis 5 Main effect: Ethical promotion focus and virtuous-
ethical behavior 
P 
Hypothesis 6 Main effect: Ethical prevention focus and unethical 
behavior 
GS 
Hypothesis 7a Moderator effect: Chronic promotion focus moderates 
the ethical promotion focus-to-virtuous-ethical 
behavior relationship 
N 
Hypothesis 7b Moderator effect: Chronic prevention focus moderates 
the ethical prevention focus-to-unethical behavior 
relationship 
N 
Hypothesis 8 Mediation: Ethical promotion focus mediates the 
ethical leadership-to-virtuous-ethical behavior 
GN 
Hypothesis 9 Mediation: Ethical prevention focus mediates the 
ethical leadership-to-unethical behavior  
N 
Hypothesis 10 Mediation: Ethical promotion focus mediates the 
charismatic ethical leadership-to-virtuous-ethical 
behavior  
P 
*S = Supported; GS = Generally Supported; P = Partial Supported; GN = Generally Not 
Supported; N = Not Supported
  
 
1
8
0
 
Table 5 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Ethical Promotion Focus, Ethical Prevention Focus, Leadership, and Chronic 
Regulatory Foci 
   
 Ethical Promotion Focus Ethical Prevention Focus 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β 
Step 1         
SD .23** .12 .09 .13* .24** .19* .25** .26** 
NA -.17* -.11 -.11* -.10 -.05 -.01 -.17* -.17 
PA .47** .27** .19** .22** .24** .17* .20** .20* 
Emp. Gender -.03 -.06 -.05 -.04 -.06 -.08 -.04 -.05 
Emp. Age -.06 -.03 .07 .07 -.09 -.07 -.01 -.01 
Emp. Full-time .16* .17* .08 .07 .18 .15 .14 .14 
Emp. w. Sup. -.06 -.11 -.09 -.11* -.06 -.08 -.12 -.12 
Step 2         
EL  .20* .16 .15  .24** .18* .19* 
CEL  .30** .10 .06     
Step 3         
CPRMT   .41** .49**     
CPRVT       .39** .36** 
Step 4         
EL * CPRMT    -.14     
CEL * CPRMT    -.04     
EL * CPRVT        .03 
F 16.12** 22.68** 28.38** 26.10** 4.86** 5.42** 8.04** 7.20** 
R
2
 .42** .57** .65** .68** .18** .22** .32** .32 
 R2  .15** .08** .03**  .04** .10** .00 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); 
Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with 
the Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; CEL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic 
Prevention Focus; EL * CPRMT = Ethical Leadership * Chronic Promotion Focus; CEL * CPRMT = Charismatic Ethical Leadership * 
Chronic Promotion Focus; EL* CPRVT = Ethical Leadership * Chronic Prevention Focus.
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Table 6 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing 
Intention, Employee Ethical Promotion Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic 
Prevention Focus 
 
 Whistle-Blowing Intention 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD .16 .17 .15 .19* .18 
NA .11 .10 .17 .16 .17 
PA -.03 .02 .00 .02 .03 
Emp. Gender .29** .28** .27** .29** .29** 
Emp. Age .25** .24** .20* .21* .21* 
Emp. Full-time -.04 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.03 
Emp. w. Sup. -.18* -.19* -.16* -.18* -.18* 
Step 2      
EPRMT  -.07 .03 -.02 -.03 
Step 3      
CPRMT   -.08 -.09 -.08 
CPRVT   -.15 -.13 -.17 
Step 4      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT 
   -.16 -.14 
EPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   -.20 -.22 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   .17 .13 
Step 5      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    .12 
F 5.47 ** 4.83** 4.33** 4.37** 4.10** 
R
2
 .20** .20 .22 .27* .28 
 R2  .00 .02 .05* .01 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRMT = Ethical 
Promotion Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; 
EPRMT * CPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRMT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Promotion Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 7 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing 
Behavior, Employee Ethical Promotion Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic 
Prevention Focus 
 
 Whistle-Blowing Behavior 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD -.04 -.09 -.11 -.12 -.12 
NA .30** .33** .37** .35** .35** 
PA .19* .09 .06 .07 .07 
Emp. Gender -.14 -.13 -.14 -.13 -.13 
Emp. Age .00 .01 .01 .01 .01 
Emp. Full-time -.03 -.06 -.07 -.07 -.07 
Emp. w. Sup. .04 .05 .06 .07 .07 
Step 2      
EPRMT  .22* .20 .23 .22 
Step 3      
CPRMT   .07 .04 .04 
CPRVT   -.09 -.05 -.07 
Step 4      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT 
   .01 .02 
EPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   -.17 -.18 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   .13 .13 
Step 5      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    -.03 
F 4.37** 4.58** 3.75** 3.06** 2.83** 
R
2
 .17** .20* .20 .21 .21 
 R2  .03* .00 .01 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRMT = Ethical 
Promotion Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; 
EPRMT * CPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRMT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Promotion Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 8 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Employee Altruistic 
Behavior, Employee Ethical Promotion Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic 
Prevention Focus 
 
 Altruistic Behavior 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD .14 .04 .05 .06 .06 
NA -.04 .03 .02 .02 .03 
PA .36** .16 .17 .16 .17 
Emp. Gender .02 .04 .04 .04 .04 
Emp. Age .06 .09 .09 .08 .08 
Emp. Full-time .09 .02 .02 .02 .01 
Emp. w. Sup. -.04 -.02 .02 -.02 -.02 
Step 2      
EPRMT  .44** .44** .41** .40** 
Step 3      
CPRMT   -.02 .01 .02 
CPRVT   .03 .00 -.04 
Step 4      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT 
   -.06 -.05 
EPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   -.05 .07 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   .11 .11 
Step 5      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    .08 
F 6.53** 9.82** 7.78** 6.16** 5.76** 
R
2
 .22** .34** .34 .35 .35 
 R2  .12** .00 .01 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRMT = Ethical 
Promotion Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; 
EPRMT * CPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRMT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Promotion Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 9 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Reported Whistle-Blowing 
Intention, Employee Ethical Promotion Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic 
Prevention Focus 
 
 Whistle-Blowing Intention 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD -.06 -.10 .12 -.05 -.05 
NA .02 .06 .10 .14 .13 
PA .18* .09 .07 .08 .07 
Emp. Gender .21* .21** .20* .22** .22** 
Emp. Age .11 .13 .12 .14 .14 
Emp. Full-time .07 .04 .03 .04 .04 
Emp. w. Sup. -.24** -.23** -.22** -.27** -.27** 
Step 2      
EPRMT  .20* .21 .07 .08 
Step 3      
CPRMT   .04 .09 .09 
CPRVT   -.09 -.15 -.13 
Step 4      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT 
   -.26** -.27** 
EPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   .11 .13 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   -.08 -.08 
Step 5      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    .05 
F 3.05** 3.26** 2.68** 2.78** 2.59** 
R
2
 .12** .15* .15 .20* .20 
 R2  .02* .00 .05* .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRMT = Ethical 
Promotion Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; 
EPRMT * CPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRMT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Promotion Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 10 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Reported Whistle-Blowing 
Behavior, Employee Ethical Promotion Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic 
Prevention Focus 
 
 Whistle-Blowing Behavior 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD .02 -.01 -.01 .03 .03 
NA .22** .24** .24** .25** .26** 
PA .29** .24** .23* .25** .25** 
Emp. Gender -.27** -.26** -.27** -.25** -.25** 
Emp. Age -.15 -.14 -.14 -.12 -.12 
Emp. Full-time .17* .15 .15 .15 .15 
Emp. w. Sup. .06 .06 .06 .03 .03 
Step 2      
EPRMT  .12 .09 .02 .01 
Step 3      
CPRMT   .04 .05 .06 
CPRVT   -.01 -.01 -.03 
Step 4      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT 
   -.17 -.16 
EPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   -.02 -.03 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   .01 -.01 
Step 5      
EPRMT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    -.05 
F 6.43** 5.85** 4.64** 3.97** 3.68** 
R
2
 .23** .24 .24 .26 .26 
 R2  .01 .00 .02 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRMT = Ethical 
Promotion Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; 
EPRMT * CPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRMT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRMT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Promotion Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 11 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Employee Interpersonal 
Deviance, Ethical Prevention Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic Prevention Focus 
 
 Interpersonal Deviance 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD -.10 -.06 -.05 -.05 -.06 
NA .37** .36** .34** .34** .34** 
PA .02 .05 .06 .06 .07 
Emp. Gender -.30** -.31** -.30** -.32** -.30** 
Emp. Age -.03 -.05 -.04 -.04 -.04 
Emp. Full-time .04 .06 .07 .07 .07 
Emp. w. Sup. .11 .10 .10 .09 .09 
Step 2      
EPRVT  -.14 -.15 -.15 -.15 
Step 3      
CPRVT   .06 .07 .04 
CPRMT   -.01 -.02 -.03 
Step 4      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT 
   .01 .03 
EPRVT * 
CPRVT 
   .02 -.02 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   -.04 -.03 
Step 5      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    .08 
F 9.95** 9.27** 7.45** 5.61** 5.23** 
R
2
 .31** .33 .33 .33 .33 
 R2  .02 .00 .00 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRVT = Ethical 
Prevention Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT * CPRMT = Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRVT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRVT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 12 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational 
Deviance, Ethical Prevention Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic Prevention Focus 
 
 Organizational Deviance 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD -.13 -.10 -.09 -.09 -.09 
NA .36** .36** .36** .36** .36** 
PA -.02 .02 .04 .04 .05 
Emp. Gender -.27** -.28** -.27** -.27** -.27** 
Emp. Age -.03 -.04 -.06 -.05 -.05 
Emp. Full-time -.04 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.01 
Emp. w. Sup. .14* .13 .14 .13 .12 
Step 2      
EPRVT  -.15* -.12 -.11 -.11 
Step 3      
CPRMT   -.01 .02 .01 
CPRVT   -.06 -.09 -.10 
Step 4      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT 
   -.01 .00 
EPRVT * 
CPRVT 
   .02 -.00 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   -.07 -.06 
Step 5      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    .05 
F 11.42** 10.72** 8.54** 6.54** 6.06** 
R
2
 .34** .36* .36 .37 .37 
 R2  .02* .00 .01 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRVT = Ethical 
Prevention Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT * CPRMT = Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRVT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRVT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 13 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Employee Organizational 
Deviance, Ethical Prevention Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic Prevention Focus 
 
 Concealment of Errors 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD -.11 -.09 -.10 -.10 -.10 
NA .38** .37** .39** .39** .39** 
PA .01 .04 .01 .02 .02 
Emp. Gender -.26** -.27** -.27** -.27** -.27** 
Emp. Age -.10 -.10 -.10 -.09 -.10 
Emp. Full-time .00 .02 .01 .01 .01 
Emp. w. Sup. .17* .16* .16* .16* .16* 
Step 2      
EPRVT  -.10 -.11 -.11 .11 
Step 3      
CPRMT   -.04 -.03 .05 
CPRVT   .06 .05 .04 
Step 4      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT 
   .01 .02 
EPRVT * 
CPRVT 
   -.01 -.05 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   -.02 -.01 
Step 5      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    .06 
F 12.16** 10.96** 8.73** 6.60** 6.14** 
R
2
 .36** .37 .37 .37 .37 
 R2  .01 .00 .00 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRVT = Ethical 
Prevention Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT * CPRMT = Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRVT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRVT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 14 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Reported Interpersonal 
Deviance, Ethical Prevention Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic Prevention Focus 
 
 Interpersonal Deviance 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD -.14 -.10 -.12 -.09 -.09 
NA .33** .32** .34** .35** .35** 
PA -.04 .00 -.03 -.03 -.03 
Emp. Gender -.26** -.27** -.27** -.28** -.28** 
Emp. Age -.11 -.12 -.10 -.11 -.11 
Emp. Full-time .02 .04 .03 .03 .03 
Emp. w. Sup. .10 .09 .09 .09 .09 
Step 2      
EPRVT  -.15* -.18* -.16 -.16 
Step 3      
CPRMT   -.03 -.03 -.04 
CPRVT   .09 .07 .07 
Step 4      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT 
   -.10 -.10 
EPRVT * 
CPRVT 
   -.01 -.01 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   .02 .03 
Step 5      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    .01 
F 10.61** 10.00** 8.04** 6.29** 5.80** 
R
2
 .33** .35** .35 .36 .36 
 R2  .02** .00 .01 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRVT = Ethical 
Prevention Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT * CPRMT = Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRVT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRVT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 15 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Reported Organizational 
Deviance, Ethical Prevention Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic Prevention Focus 
 
 Organizational Deviance 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD -.18* -.13 -.15 -.10 -.10 
NA .27** .26** .25** .27** .27** 
PA -.09 -.04 -.09 -.08 -.09 
Emp. Gender -.16* -.17* -.18* -.18* -.18** 
Emp. Age -.16 -.18* -.14 .14 -.13 
Emp. Full-time .03 .07 .05 .05 .05 
Emp. w. Sup. .15* .14 .13 .12 .13 
Step 2      
EPRVT  -.19** -.27** -.26** -.26** 
Step 3      
CPRMT   .03 .03 .07 
CPRVT   .16 .14 .15 
Step 4      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT 
   -.15* -.18* 
EPRVT * 
CPRVT 
   -.05 .01 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   .06 .03 
Step 5      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    -.11 
F 8.71** 8.76** 7.43** 6.19** 5.86** 
R
2
 .28** .31** .33 .35 .36 
 R2  .03** .02 .02 .01 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRVT = Ethical 
Prevention Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT * CPRMT = Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRVT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRVT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 16 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Reported Organizational 
Deviance, Ethical Prevention Focus, Chronic Promotion Focus, and Chronic Prevention Focus 
 
 Concealment of Errors 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 5 β 
Step 1      
SD -.09 -.03 -.07 -.04 -.04 
NA .40** .39** .44** .44** .44** 
PA -.08 -.03 -.09 -.06 -.07 
Emp. Gender -.16* -.18** -.19** -.19** -.19** 
Emp. Age -.18* -.19* -.17* -.16 -.16 
Emp. Full-time .02 .06 .04 .05 .05 
Emp. w. Sup. .21** .19** .20** .19** .19** 
Step 2      
EPRVT  -.22** -.25** -.25** -.25** 
Step 3      
CPRMT   -.09 -.06 -.04 
CPRVT   .15 .13 .13 
Step 4      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT 
   -.09 -.10 
EPRVT * 
CPRVT 
   -.12 -.09 
CPRMT * 
CPRVT 
   .04 .03 
Step 5      
EPRVT * 
CPRMT* 
CPRVT 
    -.04 
F 12.51** 12.76** 10.62** 8.59** 7.95** 
R
2
 .36** .40** .41 .43 .43 
 R2  .04** .01 .02 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full 
Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRVT = Ethical 
Prevention Focus; CPRVT = Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT = Chronic Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT * CPRMT = Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Promotion Focus; EPRVT * CPRVT = 
Ethical Prevention Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; CPRMT * CPRVT = Chronic Promotion 
Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus; EPRVT * CPRMT * CPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus * 
Chronic Promotion Focus * Chronic Prevention Focus. 
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Table 17 
 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Virtuous-Ethical Behavior, Leadership, and Ethical 
Promotion Focus 
 
 Whistle-Blowing Intention Whistle-Blowing Behavior Altruistic Behavior 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  
Step 1             
SD .16 .17* .18*  -.04 -.05 -.08  .14 .07 .02  
NA .11 .10 .10  .30** .29** .31**  -.04 -.00 .04  
PA -.03 .00 .02  .19* .12 .06  .36** .23** .13  
Emp. Gender .29** .29** .29**  -.14 -.13 -.11  -.02 -.01 .02  
Emp. Age .25** .24* .24*  .00 -.01 -.00  .06 .08 .09  
Emp. Full-time -.04 -.03 -.02  -.03 .03 -.01  .09 .10 .03  
Emp. w. Sup. -.18* -.18* -.19*  .04 .02 .04  -.04 -.08 -.04  
Step 2             
EL  -.10 -.08   -.23 -.28*   .13 .06  
CEL  .03 .05   .32* .26   .22 .11  
Step 3             
EPRMT   -.05    .22*    .35**  
F 5.47** 4.29** 3.87**  4.37** 4.18** 4.25**  6.53** 7.28** 8.23**  
R
2 .20** .20 .20  .17** .20* .22*  .23** .30** .35**  
 R2  .00 .00   .03* .02*   .07** .05**  
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee 
Years of Working with the Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; CEL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership; EPRMT = Ethical 
Promotion Focus.
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Table 18 
 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Reported Virtuous-
Ethical Behavior, Leadership, and Chronic Promotion Focus 
 
 Whistle-Blowing Intention Whistle-Blowing Behavior 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  
Step 1         
SD -.06 -.09 -.11  .02 .02 .00  
NA .02 .06 .06  .22** .20* .21**  
PA .18* .13 .08  .29** .24** .21*  
Emp. Gender .21* .20* .21*  -.27** -.25** -.25**  
Emp. Age .11 .12 .13  -.15 -.17 -.17  
Emp. Full-time .07 .07 .04  .17 .24* .22*  
Emp. w. Sup. -.24** -.25** -.23**  .06 .04 .05  
Step 2         
EL  .06 .02   -.32** -.35**  
CEL  .09 .04   .37** .33**  
Step 3         
EPRMT   .17    .12  
F 3.05** 2.62** 2.60**  6.43** 6.27** 5.78**  
R
2 .13** .13 .15  .23** .27** .28  
 R2  .00 .02   .05** .01  
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. 
Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. 
Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of 
Working with the Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; CEL = Charismatic Ethical 
Leadership; EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus. 
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Table 19 
 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Employee Unethical Behavior, Ethical Leadership, and 
Chronic Prevention Focus 
 
 Interpersonal Deviance Organizational Deviance Concealment of Errors 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  
Step 1             
SD -.10 -.07 -.05  -.13* -.12 -.09  -.11 -.11 -.09  
NA .37** .35** .35**  .37** .35** .35**  .38** .38** .38**  
PA .02 .05 .07  -.02 .01 -.03  .01 .01 .03  
Emp. Gender -.30** -.29** -.30**  -.27** -.26** -.27**  -.26** -.26** -.27**  
Emp. Age -.03 -.04 -.05  -.03 -.04 -.04  -.10 -.10 -.10  
Emp. Full-time .04 .05 .07  -.04 -.03 -.01  .00 -.00 .01  
Emp. w. Sup. .11 .12 .11  .14* .15* .14  .17* .17* .16*  
Step 2             
EL  -.10 -.07   -.07 -.04   -.00 .02  
Step 3             
EPRVT   -.12    -.14*    -.10  
F 9.95** 8.94** 8.32**  11.42** 10.09** 9.51**  12.16** 10.57** 9.70**  
R
2 .31** .32 .33  .34** .35 .36*  .36** .36 .37  
 R2  .01 .01   .01 .01*   .00 .01  
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee 
Years of Working with the Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; EPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus. 
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Table 20 
 
Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Reported Unethical Behavior, Ethical Leadership, and 
Chronic Prevention Focus 
 
 Interpersonal Deviance Organizational Deviance Concealment of Errors 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β  
Step 1             
SD -.14 -.13 -.10  -.18* -.18* -.14  -.09 -.07 -.03  
NA .33** .32** .32**  .27** .27** .26**  .40** .40** .39**  
PA -.04 -.02 .01  -.09 -.09 -.06  -.08 -.06 -.03  
Emp. Gender -.26** -.26** -.27**  -.16* -.16* -.18*  -.16* -.16* -.18**  
Emp. Age -.11 -.11 -.12  -.16* -.16 -.18*  -.18* -.18* -.20*  
Emp. Full-time .02 .02 .04  .03 .03 .06  .02 .03 .06  
Emp. w. Sup. .10 .10 .09  .15* .15* .14  .21** .21** .20**  
Step 2             
EL  -.05 -.02   .01 .06   -.05 -.00  
Step 3             
EPRVT   -.15*    -.21**    -.22**  
F 10.61** 9.30** 8.36**  8.71** 7.58** 7.82**  12.51** 10.96** 11.27**  
R
2 .33** .33 .34*  .28** .28 .32**  .36** .36 .40**  
 R2  .00 .01*   .00 .03**   .00 .04**  
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, 
female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee 
Years of Working with the Supervisor; EL = Ethical Leadership; EPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus. 
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Table 21 
 
Supplementary Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Ethical Promotion Focus and Leadership 
 
 Ethical Promotion Focus Ethical Promotion Focus 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β 
Step 1         
SD .23** .13*  .12 .16* .23** .14* .12 .16* 
NA -.17* -.10  -.11 -.12* -.17* -.13* -.14** -.14* 
PA .47** .33** .27** .29** .47** .27** .27** .28** 
Emp. Gender -.03 -.06  -.06 -.05 -.03 -.04 -.04 -.04 
Emp. Age -.06 -.02  -.03 -.03 -.06 -.04 -.05 -.04 
Emp. Full-time .16* .12  .17* .17* .16* .20** .19** .19** 
Emp. w. Sup. -.06 -.09  -.11 -.10 -.06 -.11 -.11 -.11 
Step 2         
EL  .42**  .20* .19*     
 CEL      .45** .39** .36** 
Step 3         
CEL   .30** .27**     
CREL       .10 .09 
Step 4         
EL * CEL    -.15**     
CEL * CREL        -.13* 
F 16.12** 22.96** 22.68** 21.95** 16.12** 24.32** 21.86** 20.62** 
R
2
 .42** .55** .57** .59** .42** .56** .56 .28* 
 R2  .12** .02** .02**  .14** .00 .02* 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); 
Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with 
the Supervisor; CEL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership; EL = Ethical Leadership; CREL = Contingent Reward Ethical Leadership; EL * 
CEL = Ethical Leadership * Charismatic Ethical Leadership; CEL * CREL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership * Contingent Reward Ethical 
Leadership. 
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Table 22 
 
Supplementary Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Among Ethical Promotion Focus, Ethical Prevention Focus, and Leadership 
 
 Ethical Promotion Focus  Ethical Prevention Focus   Ethical Prevention Focus  
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β 
Step 1             
SD .23** .13*  .12  .17*  .24** .19* .18* .19* .24** .19* .16  .19*  
NA -.17* -.10  -.11 -.11  -.05 -.01 -.02 -.02  -.05 -.01 -.03  -.03  
PA .47** .33** .33**  .33**  .24** .17* .10  .11  .24** .17* .15  .16  
Emp. 
Gender 
-.03 
-.06  
-.06 -.05  -.06 -.08 -.07  -.07  -.06 -.08 -.07  -.06  
Emp. 
Age 
-.06 
-.02  
-.03  -.02  -.09 -.07 -.08  -.08  -.09 -.07 -.09  -.08  
Emp. 
Full-time 
.16* 
.12  
.12  .12  .18 .15 .21*  .21*  .18 .15 .16  .16  
Emp. w. 
Sup. 
-.06 
-.09  
-.09  -.09  -.06 -.08 -.10  -.10  -.06 -.08 -.08  -.08  
Step 2              
EL  .42**  .36**  .34**   .24** .00 .00  .24** .09  .08  
Step 3             
CREL   .08 .07       .21  .20  
CEL       .33** .31*     
Step 4             
EL * 
CREL 
   -.13*        -.10  
EL * 
CEL 
       -.05     
F 16.12** 22.96** 20.49** 19.42** 4.86** 5.42** 5.77** 5.22** 4.86** 5.42** 5.26** 4.94 ** 
R
2
 .42** .55** .55 .56* .18** .22** .26** .26 .18** .22** .24* .25 
 R2  .12** .00 .01*  .04** .04** .00  .04** .02* .01 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = 
Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EL = 
Ethical Leadership; CREL = Contingent Reward Ethical Leadership; CEL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership; EL * CREL = Charismatic Ethical 
Leadership * Contingent Reward Ethical Leadership; CEL * EL = Charismatic Ethical Leadership * Ethical Leadership. 
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Table 23 
Supplementary Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Employee Virtuous-Ethical Behavior, Employee Ethical 
Promotion Focus, and Ethical Prevention Focus 
 
 Whistle-Blowing Intention Whistle-Blowing Behavior Altruistic Behavior 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β 
Step 1             
SD .16 .17 .19* .23* -.04 -.09 -.07 -.05 .14 .04 .03 .06 
NA .11 .10 .11 .14 .30** .33** .34** .36** -.04 .03 .03 .05 
PA -.03 .02 .01 .03 .19* .09 .07 .08 .36** .16 .16 .17* 
Emp. 
Gender 
.29** .28** .28** .28** -.14 -.13 -.14 -.14 .02 .04 .04 .04 
Emp. Age .25** .24** .24* .22* .00 .01 .00 .00 .06 .09 .09 .08 
Emp. Full-
time 
-.04 -.03 -.02 -.02 -.03 -.06 -.05 -.05 .09 .02 .01 .01 
Emp. w. 
Sup. 
-.18* -.19* -.19* -.19* .04 .05 .05 .05 -.04 -.02 -.02 -.01 
Step 2             
EPRMT  -.07 .02 -.10  .22* .33** .28*  .44** .38** .30** 
Step 3             
EPRVT   -.13 -.07   -.17 .15   .08 .13 
Step 4             
EPRMT * 
EPRVT 
   -.17*    -.07    -.11 
F 5.47 ** 4.83** 4.54** 4.57** 4.37** 4.58** 4.48** 4.09 ** 6.53** 9.82** 8.83** 8.23** 
R
2
 .20** .20 .21 .23* .17** .19* .21 .21 .23** .34** .34 .35 
 R2  .00 .01 .02*  .02* .02 .00  .11** .00 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee Age, Emp. Full-
time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus; 
EPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus; EPRMT * EPRVT = Ethical Promotion Focus * Ethical Prevention Focus.
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Table 24 
 
Supplementary Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Rated Virtuous-Ethical Behavior, Employee Ethical 
Promotion Focus, and Ethical Prevention Focus 
 Whistle-Blowing Intention Whistle-Blowing Behavior 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β 
Step 1         
SD -.06 -.10 -.11 -.01 .02 -.01 -.02 .00 
NA .02 .06 .06 .12 .22** .24** .23** .25** 
PA .18* .09 .09 .12 .29** .24** .25** .25** 
Emp. Gender .21* .21** .21** .22** -.27** -.26** -.26** -.26** 
Emp. Age .11 .13 .13 .10 -.15 -.14 -.14 -.14 
Emp. Full-time .07 .04 .03 .04 .17 .15 .14 .14 
Emp. w. Sup. -.24** -.23** -.23** -.22** .06 .06 .07 .07 
Step 2         
EPRMT  .20* .17 -.07  .12 .04    -.02 
Step 3         
EPRVT   .05 .18   .12 .15 
Step 4         
EPRMT * 
EPRVT 
   -.35**    -.08 
F 3.05** 3.26** 2.91** 4.57** 6.43** 5.85** 5.42** 4.97 ** 
R
2
 .12** .15* .15 .23** .23** .23 .24 .25 
 R2  .02* .00 .08**  .00 .01 .02 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = Employee 
Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; 
EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus; EPRVT = Ethical Prevention Focus; EPRMT * EPRVT = Ethical Promotion Focus * Ethical 
Prevention Focus. 
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Table 25 
 
Supplementary Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Supervisor-Rated Unethical Behavior, Employee Ethical Prevention Focus, and 
Ethical Promotion Focus 
 Interpersonal Deviance Organizational Deviance Concealment of Errors 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β 
Step 1             
SD -.10 -.06 -.06 -.03 -.13 -.10 -.10 -.06 -.11 -.09 -.11 -.08 
NA .37** .36** .36** .39** .36** .36** .36** .39** .38** .37** .40** .41** 
PA .02 .05 .05 .06 -.02 .02 .00 .01 .01 .04 .02 .01 
Emp. 
Gender 
-.30** -.31** -.31** -.31** -.27** -.28** -.28** -.27** -.26** -.27** -.27** -.27** 
Emp. Age -.03 -.05 -.05 -.06 -.03 -.04 -.04 -.05 -.10 -.10 -.10 -.11 
Emp. Full-
time 
.04 .06 .06 .07 -.04 -.02 -.02 -.02 .00 .02 .00 .00 
Emp. w. 
Sup. 
.11 .10 .10 .11 .14* .13 .14 .14 .17* .16* .17* .17* 
Step 2             
EPRVT  -.14 -.14 -.09  -.15* -.17 -.12  -.10 -.17* -.14 
Step 3             
EPRMT   .01 -.09   .05 -.05   .16 -.10 
Step 4             
EPRVT * 
EPRMT 
   -.13    -.14    -.09 
F 9.95** 9.27** 8.19** 7.75** 11.42** 10.72** 9.50** 9.03** 12.16 ** 10.96** 10.11** 9.24** 
R
2
 .31** .33 .33 .34 .34** .36* .36 .37 .36** .37 .37 .38 
 R2  .02 .00 .01  .02* .00 .01  .01 .00 .01 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = 
Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRVT = 
Ethical Prevention Focus; EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus; EPRVT * EPRMT = Ethical Prevention Focus * Ethical Promotion Focus. 
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Table 26 
 
Supplementary Regression Analyses Testing Relationships Between Employee Self-Rated Unethical Behavior, Employee Ethical Prevention Focus, and 
Ethical Promotion Focus 
 Interpersonal Deviance Organizational Deviance Concealment of Errors 
 Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 3 β Step 4 β 
Step 1             
SD -.14 -.10 -.11 -.07 -.18* -.13 -.14 -.12 -.09 -.03 -.04 -.03 
NA .33** .32** .33** .35** .27** .26** .27** .28** .40** .39** .41** .41** 
PA -.04 .00 .00 .01 -.09 -.04 -.07 -.06 -.08 -.03 -.05 -.05 
Emp. 
Gender 
-.26** -.27** -.27** -.27** -.16* -.17* -.17* -.17* -.16* -.18** -.18** -.17** 
Emp. Age -.11 -.12 -.12 -.13 -.16 -.18* -.18* -.18* -.18* -.19* -.19* -.19* 
Emp. Full-
time 
.02 .04 .04 .04 .03 .07 .06 .06 .02 .06 .05 .05 
Emp. w. 
Sup. 
.10 .09 .09 .09 .15* .14 .14 .14 .21** .19** .20** .20** 
Step 2             
EPRVT  -.15* -.15 -.11  -.19** -.23** -.20*  -.22** -.25** -.24** 
Step 3             
EPRMT   -.01 -.07   .08 .03   -.08 .05 
Step 4             
EPRVT * 
EPRMT 
   -.11    -.08    -.04 
F 10.61** 10.00** 8.83** 8.22** 8.71** 8.76** 7.83** 7.14** 12.51** 12.76** 11.38** 10.22** 
R
2
 .33** .35* .35 .35 .28** .31** .32 .32 .36** .40** .40 .40 
 R2  .02* .00 .00  .03** .01 .00  .04** .00 .00 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). N = 162. 
 
Note: SD = Social Desirability; NA = Negative Affect; PA = Positive Affect; Emp. Gender = Employee Gender (male =1, female = 2); Emp. Age = 
Employee Age, Emp. Full-time = Employee Years of Working Full Time; Emp. w. Sup. = Employee Years of Working with the Supervisor; EPRVT = 
Ethical Prevention Focus; EPRMT = Ethical Promotion Focus; EPRVT * EPRMT = Ethical Prevention Focus * Ethical Promotion Focus. 
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Figure 2: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interaction Between Ethical Leadership and Employee Chronic Promotion Focus 
in Relation to Employee Ethical Promotion Focus. 
 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed).  
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Figure 3: 
 
 
 
 
 
Interaction Between Charismatic Ethical Leadership and Employee Chronic Promotion 
Focus  
in Relation to Employee Ethical Promotion Focus. 
 
 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed).  
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Figure 4: 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Supplementary Analysis 
Interaction Between Ethical Leadership and Charismatic Ethical Leadership  
in Relation to Employee Ethical Promotion Focus. 
 
 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). 
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Figure 5: 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supplementary Analysis 
Interaction Between Charismatic Ethical Leadership and Contingent Reward  
Ethical Leadership in Relation to Employee Ethical Promotion Focus. 
 
 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). 
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Figure 6: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supplementary Analysis 
Interaction Between Ethical Leadership and Contingent Reward  
Ethical Leadership in Relation to Employee Ethical Promotion Focus. 
 
 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). 
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Figure 7: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supplementary Analysis 
Interaction Between Ethical Promotion Focus and Ethical Prevention Focus 
in Relation to Supervsior-Rated Employee Whistle-Blowing Intention. 
 
 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). 
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Figure 8: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supplementary Analysis 
Interaction Between Ethical Promotion Focus and Ethical Prevention Focus 
in Relation to Employee Self-Reported Whistle-Blowing Intention. 
 
 
 
* p ≤ .05 ( two-tailed), ** p ≤ .01 ( two-tailed). 
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Appendix I  Study Measures  
 
Time 1 Employee Measures 
* Survey of Leadership & Workplace Behavior 
 
Welcome to the Survey of Leadership & Workplace Behavior. As a first step in this 
project, you will be asked to respond to a survey that will take approximately 10-15 
minutes of your time to complete.  In three weeks‘ time, you will receive a second survey 
that will take approximately 5-10 minutes of your time to complete.  
All of your answers are private and will not be shared with anyone. The supervisor you 
have asked to complete a questionnaire for this study will NOT HAVE ACCESS to your 
responses. Your data will be compared to the data of other individuals who complete the 
survey. We will present the research results as trends and overall averages. Your name 
will not be used to identify you. Also, you may choose to stop your participation at any 
time. 
If you would like more information about this research study, you may contact Ping Shao 
in the LeBow College of Business at Drexel University in Philadelphia Pennsylvania. 
You may reach her by e-mail at ps77@drexel.edu or by phone at 215- 895-2143.  
 
Thank you in advance for your participation! 
 
Please select your choice below:  
 
[ ] Yes, I would like to complete the survey. 
[ ] No, I do not want to complete the survey. 
 
Demographics 
1. Gender 
2. Race 
3. Employee Age 
4. Level of education (HS, Some College, 2 year degree, 4 year degree, Post 
Graduate) 
5. Years with the organization 
8. Years of full-time work experience 
9. Years reporting to your current immediate supervisor 
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Positive and negative affect - Watson, Clark, and Tellegen, 1988 
Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 
emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that 
word. Indicate to what extent you generally feel this way, that is, how you feel on the 
average. 
 
1 = very slightly or not at all 
2 = a little 
3 = moderately 
4 = quite a bit 
5 = extremely 
 
1. interested 
2. distressed 
3. excited 
4. upset 
5. strong 
6. guilty 
7. scared 
8. hostile 
9. enthusiastic 
10. proud 
11. irritable 
12. alert 
13. ashamed 
14. inspired 
15. nervous 
16. determined 
17. attentive 
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18. jittery  
19. active 
20. afraid 
Social desirability, Crown & Marlowe, 1960 
Instructions - Please read each item and decide whether you agree with the statement. 
 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = neither disagree nor agree 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 
 
1.  There have been occasions when you took advantage of someone. 
2.  You have sometimes taken unfair advantage of another person. 
3.  You are always willing to admit when you make a mistake. 
4.  You quick to admit making a mistake. 
5.  You sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 
6.  You sometimes feel resentful when you don't get you own way. 
7.  You always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
8.  You always a good listener, no matter whom you are talking to. 
Independent Variables 
This project focuses on direct supervisors, the immediate authority figures who set 
expectations, model behavior, and manage employees‘ daily performance. 
 
Charismatic ethical leadership, adapted from Bass & Avolio, 1995 by including the 
theme of ethics 
Instructions - Please take a moment to think about your current immediate supervisor. 
Please use the rating scale below to indicate how often your current immediate supervisor 
uses these behaviors. Please answer honestly, as your responses will be used only for 
research purposes. 
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1 = I cannot remember him/her ever using this behavior 
2 = he/she very seldom uses this behavior 
3 = he/she occasionally uses this behavior 
4 = he/she uses this behavior moderately often 
5 = he/she uses this behavior very often 
 
My boss… 
Idealized Influence Behavior Dimension of the MLQ 
1. Adapted item: talks about important ethical values and beliefs 
Original item: talks about my most important values and beliefs 
2. Adapted item: specifies the importance of having a strong sense of ethical purpose 
Original item: specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose 
 
3. Adapted item: considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions 
Original item: considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions 
 
4. Adapted item:  emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission 
to conduct business ethically 
Original item: emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission 
Inspirational Motivation Dimension of the MLQ 
1. Adapted item: talks optimistically about ethical practices/conduct  
Original item: talks optimistically about the future 
 
2. Adapted item: talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished in 
order to conduct business in an ethical manner 
Original item: talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished 
3. Adapted item: articulates a compelling reason for doing business ethically 
Original item: articulates a compelling vision of the future 
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4. Adapted item: expresses confidence that goals for acting ethically will be 
achieved 
Original item: expresses confidence that goals will be achieved 
Idealized Influence Attributed dimension of the MLQ 
 
1. Adapted item: instills pride in me for being associated with him/her 
 
Original item: instills pride in others for being associated with me 
 
2. Adapted item: goes beyond self-interest for the good of the group 
 
Original item: goes beyond self-interest for the good of the group 
 
3. Adapted item: acts in ethical ways that build other‘s respect for him/her 
 
Original item: acts in ways that build others‘ respect for me 
 
4. Adapted item: displays a sense of power and confidence 
 
Original item: displays a sense of power and confidence 
 
Ethical leadership – Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005 
Instructions and scales - the same as SCL above 
 
My boss… 
1.   conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner 
2.   defines success not just by results but also the way that they are obtained  
3.   listens to what employees have to say  
4.   disciplines employees who violate ethical standards 
5.   makes fair and balanced decisions  
6.   can be trusted  
7.   discusses business ethics or values with employees  
8.   sets an example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics  
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9.   has the best interests of employees in mind  
10.   when making decisions, asks ―what is the right thing to do?‖ 
Ethics-based contingent reward leadership - adapted from Bass & Avolio, 1995 by 
including the theme of ethics 
Instructions and scales - the same as ethical charismatic leadership above 
 
My boss… 
 
Contingent reward dimension of the MLQ 
1. Adapted item: provides others with assistance in exchange for meeting standards 
of ethical conduct  
Original item: provides others with assistance in exchange for their efforts 
2. Adapted item: discusses in specific terms what standards of ethical conduct need 
to be met 
Original item: discusses in specific terms who is responsible for achieving 
performance targets 
 
3. Adapted item: makes clear what consequences one can face when standards of 
ethical conduct are NOT met 
 Original item: makes clear what one can expect to receive when performance 
goals are achieved 
4.     New item: expresses dissatisfaction when others fail to meet standards of ethical 
conduct 
Moderator 
 
Chronic regulatory focus – Lockwood, Jordan, & Kunda, 2002 
 
Instructions - The sentences below describe strategies that someone may use to achieve 
goals in life. Please use the rating scale to indicate how much you agree or disagree with 
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each statement. Please answer honestly, as your responses will be used only for research 
purposes. 
 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = somewhat disagree 
4 = neither disagree nor agree 
5 = somewhat agree 
6 = agree 
7 = strongly agree 
 
1.   In general, I am focused on preventing negative events in my life. 
2.   I am anxious that I will fall short of my responsibilities and obligations. 
3.   I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations. 
4.   I often think about the person I am afraid I might become in the future. 
5.   I often think about the person I would ideally like to be in the future. 
6.   I typically focus on the success I hope to achieve in the future. 
7.   I often worry that I will fail to accomplish my career goals. 
8.   I often think about how I will achieve career success. 
9.   I often imagine myself experiencing bad things that I fear might happen to me. 
10.  I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life. 
11.  I am more oriented toward preventing losses than I am toward achieving gains. 
12.  My major goal right now is to achieve my career ambitions. 
13.  My major goal right now is to avoid becoming a career failure. 
14.  I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my ―ideal self‖—to 
fulfill my hopes, wishes, and aspirations. 
15.  I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self I ―ought‖ to 
be—to fulfill my duties, responsibilities, and obligations. 
16.  In general, I am focused on achieving positive outcomes in my life. 
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17.  I often imagine myself experiencing good things that I hope will happen to me. 
18.  Overall, I am more oriented toward achieving success than preventing failure. 
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Time 2 Employee Measures 
* Survey of Leadership & Workplace Behavior 
 
Thank you very much for your earlier participation in the Survey of Leadership & 
Workplace Behavior. As a follow-up to your completion of the earlier assessment, we 
invite you to participate in a second survey that will take approximately 5-10 minutes of 
your time to complete.  
 
Again, all of your answers are private and will not be shared with anyone. Your data will 
be compared to the data of other individuals who complete the survey. We will present 
the research results as trends and overall averages. Your name will not be used to identify 
you. Also, you may choose to stop your participation at any time. 
 
If you would like more information about this research study, you may contact Ping Shao 
in the LeBow College of Business at Drexel University in Philadelphia Pennsylvania. 
You may reach her by e-mail at ps77@drexel.edu or by phone at 215- 895-2143.  
 
Thank you in advance for your participation! 
 
Please select your choice below:  
 
[ ] Yes, I would like to complete the survey. 
[ ] No, I do not want to complete the survey. 
 
 
Ethical promotion regulatory focus 
 
Instructions –The following statements describe strategies that someone may use to 
achieve goals related to ethical behavior at work.  Please reflect upon your current job in 
your current organization, and use the rating scale below to indicate the degree to which 
you use each strategy in your current job.  Please answer honestly, as your responses will 
be used only for research purposes. 
 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = somewhat disagree 
4 = neither disagree nor agree 
5 = somewhat agree 
6 = agree 
7 = strongly agree 
 
In my current job… 
 
1. It is very important for me to improve myself to become a better person. 
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2. I have a clear picture of the kind of helpful person I aspire to be. 
3. If I had an opportunity to participate in something morally rewarding I would 
definitely take it. 
4. I take opportunities to maximize my goals of being a valuable member. 
5. I think that I should help others even when it is not mandatory. 
6. I focus my attention on exceeding minimum requirements to do things beneficial 
to my current organization. 
Ethical prevention regulatory focus  
 
1. I avoid harmful behaviors because I think about not breaking rules and regulations. 
2. I behave according to rules, regulations, and standards of ethical conduct because 
they are mandatory. 
3. I think that it is too risky to not follow rules and regulations. 
4. I avoid harming others because it may cause uncertainty. 
5. I do everything I can to avoid going against standards of ethical conduct to avoid 
losses. 
6. I am very careful to avoid exposing myself to the potential negative consequences 
of engaging in deviant behavior. 
Employee self-rating of whistle-blowing intention, Near et al., 2004 
 
Instructions – If you were to observe the wrongdoings listed below in your current 
organization, please rate how likely it is that you would report each of these wrongdoings 
to your immediate supervisor, company official, or some external channels. Please 
answer honestly, as your responses will be used only for research purposes. 
 
1 = very unlikely 
2 = unlikely 
3 = neither unlikely nor likely 
4 = likely 
220 
 
 
5 = very likely 
 
1. Stealing of organizational funds 
2. Stealing of organizational property  
3. Accepting bribes/kickbacks 
4. Use of official position for personal benefit 
5. Unfair advantage to contractor 
6. Employee abuse of office 
7. Waste by ineligible people receiving benefits 
8. Waste by a badly managed program 
9. Waste of organizational assets 
10. Management‘s cover-up of poor performance 
11. Management‘s making false projections of performance 
12. Unsafe or non-compliant products 
13. Unsafe working conditions 
14. Unwelcome sexual advances/requests for sexual favors 
15. Verbal/physical contact of sexual nature 
16. Discrimination based on race, sex, religion, etc.  
17. Other serious violation of law 
Employee self-rating of whistle-blowing behavior, Near et al., 2004 
Instructions - The statements below describe a variety of workplace behaviors. Please 
think about your current job, and the current company or organization within the time 
you worked with your current immediate supervisor.  
 
Please use the rating scale below to indicate the frequency that you engaged in the 
behaviors described in each statement. Please answer honestly, as your responses will be 
used only for research purposes. 
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1. Discussed ethics concerns with your immediate supervisor or other appropriate 
organizational authorities 
2. Reported unethical behaviors in the organization to your immediate supervisor or 
other appropriate organizational authorities  
3. Reported observed organizational transgressions to appropriate external channels 
Employee self-rating of Unethical Behavior   
1 = never 
2 = once a year 
3 = twice a year 
4 = several times a year 
5 = monthly 
6 = weekly 
7 = daily  
Instructions - The statements below describe a variety of workplace behaviors. Please 
think about your current job, and the current company or organization within the time 
you worked with your current immediate supervisor.  
 
Please use the rating scale below to indicate the frequency that you engaged in the 
behaviors described in each statement. Please answer honestly, as your responses will be 
used only for research purposes. 
Unethical behavior - Akaah, 1992 
 
Concealment of errors 
1. Concealing one‘s errors 
2. Passing blame for errors to an innocent co-worker 
3. Claiming credit for someone else‘s work 
 
Deviant behavior  -  Bennett & Robinson, 2000 
 
Interpersonal Deviance 
1.   Making fun of someone at work 
2.   Saying something hurtful to someone at work 
3.   Making an ethnic, religious, or racial remark at work 
4.   Cursing at someone at work 
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5.   Playing a mean prank on someone at work  
6.   Acting rudely toward someone at work 
7.   Publicly embarrassing someone at work 
Organizational Deviance 
1.   Taking property from work without permission 
2.    Spending too much time fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working 
3.    Falsifying a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than he/she spent on 
business expenses 
4.    Taking an additional or longer break than is acceptable at your workplace 
5.    Coming in late to work without permission 
6.    Littering your work environment 
7.    Neglecting to follow your instructions 
8.    Intentionally working slower than he/she could have worked 
9.    Discussing confidential company information with an unauthorized person 
10.  Using an illegal drug or consumed alcohol on the job 
11.  Putting little effort into his/her work 
12.  Dragging his/her work in order to get overtime 
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Supervisor Measures 
* Survey of Leadership & Workplace Behavior 
 
Welcome to the Survey of Leadership & Workplace Behavior. One of your direct reports 
has asked you to complete this questionnaire. You will be asked to respond to several 
questionnaires about this employee's behavior in the workplace. If you choose to 
participate, you will receive a single survey that will take approximately 10-15 minutes of 
your time to complete. 
 
All of your answers are private and will not be shared with anyone. Your data will be 
compared to the data of other individuals who complete the survey. We will present the 
research results as trends and overall averages. Your name will not be used to identify 
you. Also, you may choose to stop your participation at any time. 
 
If you would like more information about this research study, you may contact Ping Shao 
in the LeBow College of Business at Drexel University in Philadelphia Pennsylvania. 
You may reach her by e-mail at ps77@drexel.edu or by phone at 215- 895-2143.  
 
Thank you in advance for your participation! 
 
Please select your choice below:  
 
[ ] Yes, I would like to complete the survey. 
[ ] No, I do not want to complete the survey. 
 
Demographics 
1. Gender 
2. Race 
3. Employee Age 
4. Level of education (HS, Some College, 2 year degree, 4 year degree, Post 
Graduate) 
5. Years with the organization 
8. Years of full-time work experience 
9. Years of being a full-time supervisor 
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Virtuous-ethical Behavior   
Instructions - Please take a moment to think about the employee who asked you to 
complete this survey. The statements below describe a variety of workplace behaviors. 
Please use the rating scale below to indicate the frequency that this employee engages in 
the behaviors described in each statement. Please answer honestly, as your responses will 
be used only for research purposes and will not be shared with anyone. 
Rating of the employee  
1 = never 
2 = once a year 
3 = twice a year 
4 = several times a year 
5 = monthly 
6 = weekly 
7 = daily  
 
To the best of your knowledge, how frequently has this employee: 
 
Altruism - Podsakoff, Ahearne, & Mackenzie, 1997 
 
1. Volunteered to help others in the organization if they fell behind in their work. 
2. Willingly shared his/her expertise with other members in the organization. 
3. Tried to act like peacemakers when other members in the organization had 
disagreements. 
4. Took steps to try to prevent problems with other members in the organization. 
5. Willingly gave his/her time to help other members in the organization who had 
work-related problems 
6. ―Touched base‖ with other members in the organization before initiating actions 
that might affect them. 
7. Encouraged other members in the organization when they were down. 
  
225 
 
 
Supervisor rating of employee whistle-blowing intention, Near et al., 2004 
 
Instructions – Please take a moment to think about the employee who asked you to 
complete this survey. If this employee were to observe the wrongdoings listed below in 
your organization, please rate how likely it is that he/she would report each of these 
wrongdoings to you, other company official, or some external channels. Please answer 
honestly, as your responses will be used only for research purposes. 
 
1 = very unlikely 
2 = unlikely 
3 = neither unlikely nor likely 
4 = likely 
5 = very likely 
 
1. Stealing of organizational funds 
2. Stealing of organizational property  
3. Accepting bribes/kickbacks 
4. Use of official position for personal benefit 
5. Unfair advantage to contractor 
6. Employee abuse of office 
7. Waste by ineligible people receiving benefits 
8. Waste by a badly managed program 
9. Waste of organizational assets 
10. Management‘s cover-up of poor performance 
11. Management‘s making false projections of performance 
12. Unsafe or non-compliant products 
13. Unsafe working conditions 
14. Unwelcome sexual advances/requests for sexual favors 
15. Verbal/physical contact of sexual nature 
16. Discrimination based on race, sex, religion, etc.  
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17. Other serious violation of law 
Supervisor rating of employee whistle-blowing behavior 
 
Rating of the employee  
1 = never 
2 = once a year 
3 = twice a year 
4 = several times a year 
5 = monthly 
6 = weekly 
7 = daily 
 
To the best of your knowledge, how frequently has this employee: 
 
1. Adapted item: Discussed ethics concerns with you or other managers (adapted 
from Brown et al., 2005). 
 Original item: Employees in this work group feel that they can discuss problems 
with our supervisor without fear of having the comments held against them. 
2. Adapted item: Reported unethical behaviors in the organization to you or other 
managers (adapted from Brown et al., 2005). 
 Original item: workers in this work group are comfortable delivering ‗bad news‘ 
to our supervisor. 
3. Newly developed item: Reported observed organizational transgressions to 
appropriate external channels. 
 
Unethical Behavior   
Rating of the employee  
1 = never 
2 = once a year 
3 = twice a year 
4 = several times a year 
5 = monthly 
6 = weekly 
7 = daily  
To the best of your knowledge, how frequently has this employee engaged in the 
following behaviors? 
227 
 
 
Unethical behavior - Akaah, 1992 
 
Concealment of errors 
1. Concealing one‘s errors 
2. Passing blame for errors to an innocent co-worker 
3. Claiming credit for someone else‘s work 
Deviant behavior  -  Bennett & Robinson, 2000 
 
Interpersonal Deviance 
1.   Making fun of someone at work 
2.   Saying something hurtful to someone at work 
3.   Making an ethnic, religious, or racial remark at work 
4.   Cursing at someone at work 
5.   Playing a mean prank on someone at work  
6.   Acting rudely toward someone at work 
7.   Publicly embarrassing someone at work 
Organizational Deviance 
1.   Taking property from work without permission 
2.    Spending too much time fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working 
3.    Falsifying a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than he/she spent on 
business expenses 
4.    Taking an additional or longer break than is acceptable at your workplace 
5.    Coming in late to work without permission 
6.    Littering your work environment 
7.    Neglecting to follow your instructions 
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8.    Intentionally working slower than he/she could have worked 
9.    Discussing confidential company information with an unauthorized person 
10.  Using an illegal drug or consumed alcohol on the job 
11.  Putting little effort into his/her work 
12.  Dragging his/her work in order to get overtime  
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